Your narie: /\/Vi‘ﬁ JQ/%{/W/E

Form for Bringing New (Never Catalogued) RCRA Files
to the Region 5 RCRA Records Center

rosaysvse )5 7
Shone: 398 S

Site Name: Lﬁj?ﬁf/tm%ﬁiﬁé %/g%,ﬁ g

Site EPA ID Number: /’%@? V5 Y3 ﬁg

Type(s) of documents:

if yes, why is it sensitive/FOlA-exempt?

23

@

2

@

RCRA CBI

Attorney- cllent prwllege records for an on-going EPA legal action
Attorney work product for an on-going EPA legal action

Would reveal EPA’s internal deliberations for an on-going legal action
Contains personal privacy info (e.g. SSN, home address, or medical info)
Related to an origeing civil or criminal investigation

Could identify a confidential source

~Would reveal EPA law enforcement technigues or procedures

PLEASE SEGREGATE ANY SENSITIVE/EXEMPT INFORMATION
AND [DENTIFY T AS SUCH.

RCRA CA RFA RCRA enforcement | /
RCRA CA RF] RCRA permit o ﬁr‘ﬁ’ﬁ#fz’/ffz;i/t‘?r/\
RCRA CA CMS TSCA spili cleanup _ 6 i' q
" RCRA CA CMI ' Other (describe): Jel -
Quantity of documents: # of boxes: # of folders: /
ts any information sensitive or FOlA-exempt? Yes No

Can documents go strai ight to the Federal Record Center (archives)? Yes Mo
(Docurments can be recalled from FRC in 48-72 hours)

revised September 26,

2016



((EQ ST
o 7@@.

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
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REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:

DW-8]
March 30, 2005

Mr. Ed Lim, Manager

Engineering/Risk Assessment Section

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

Lazarus Government Center ‘
122 South Front Street
Columbus, OH 43216-1049

RE: Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc. (ESOI)
U.S. EPA ID OHID045243706
Latitnde: 41.66743
Longitude: -83.468362
Dear Mr. Lim:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has determined that the
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc. (ESOI) facility does not qualify as a potential environmental
justice area. U.S. EPA has based its analysis on its June 1998 Revised Region 5 Interim
Guidelines for Identifying and Addressing a Potential Environmental Justice Case, available on
the internet at: <http://www.epa.gov/grtlakes/envjustice/ejguidelines.htmi>. A copy of the
analysis is enclosed. As with all permitting decisions, the determination was reached based upon
demographic considerations of low income and minority populations within a 4-mile radius of
the site, and also on any environmental justice concems raised by the community.

U.S. EPA encourages, but does not require, States to implement the guidelines. Under Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, States that receive federal assistance may decide to conduct a
similar assessment. Several complaints have been filed with the U.S. EPA’s Otfice of Civil
Rights which alleged that permits issued in Region 5 have resulted in discriminatory effects on
the basis of race, color, or national origin.

We recognize that Ohio EPA encourages public participation beginning early in the ESGI
permitting decision process.
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We recommend that you continue to enhance your public outreach to this community and would
be happy to provide assistance with this effort. If you have any questions regarding this analysis,
please contact me at 312-886-3583.

Sincerely,

Christopher Lambesis
Technical Support and Permitting Section
Waste Management Branch

Enclosure
ce: Harriet Croke
John Gaitskill



EJ Letter to State of Ohio

Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.(ESOI)

U. S. EPA ID# OHD 045 243 706

File: C:EPA Work\HVPrabhu\ESOI Oregon OH\EJ Leiter to State....
March 30, 2005

Hejmadi [Marty] Prabhu

WASTE MANAGEMENT BRANCH
SECRETARY SECRETARY - SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY
TYPIST/ TSPS CORRECTIVE POL.PREV. & WMB WPTD
AUTHOR SECTION ACTION SPEC.INTIV BRANCH DIVISION
Marty CHIEF SECTION SEC. CHIEF CHIEF DIRECTOR
Prabhu , -~ CHIEF
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REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:
MEMORANDUM TO FILE DW-8]
Date: March 30, 2005
Subiject: Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc(ESOI)
From: Christopher Lambesis and Hejmadi (Marty) Prabhu
To: Administrative Record for the Permitting Action Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.(ESOI)
U.S. EPA ID OHD045243706
Latitude: 41.66743, Longitude: -83.468362
Intreduction

This demographic analysis is being performed as part of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
{RCRA) permit application review process in order to determine whether the Envirosafe Services of Ohio,
Inc. (ESOI) facility is in a low income or minority area for which environmental justice (EJ) may be a
consideration in any Federal action.

Environmental justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race or
income with respect to development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations,
and policies. Itis the goal of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) to recognize
and address disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects of its programs
upon minority and low-income populations. The focus on environmental justice issues grew from the
February 11, 1994, Executive Order 12898 entitled "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.” The Executive Order states:

[t]o the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law . . . each Federal Agency shall make
achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs,
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.

Although there are no U.S. EPA national guidelines, Region 5 has developed interim Guidelines as a basis
to determine whether a case should be classified as an environmental justice case. U.S. EPA Region 5
“Revised Region 5 Interim Guidelines for Identifying and Addressing a Potential Environmental Justice

Case” dated June 1998 ‘Gyjide]jnes’ ") offer a defined procedure for identifying potential environmental

justice cases. ?



Background

Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc. (ESOI) located at 876 otter Creek Road, Oregon, Chio 43616 ESCl is a
RCRA (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act) permitted hazardous waste treatment, storage, and
disposal facility. ESOI treats hazardous waste in the Stabilization/Containment Building to meet certain
regulatory requirements and disposes of waste in an on-site landfill. The active landfill unit at the facility is
designated as Cell M and is constructed with dual liner and leachate collection systems. Waste
management activities at the site date back to 1954 and there are a number of inactive or closed waste
disposal units. The closed landfill units are Cells F, G, H, 1, as well as two sanitary landfills. Activity also
includes storage and treatment within a containment building and storage m tanks, storage in containers,
and transportation of hazardous waste. ESOI utilizes permitted storage tanks to store leachate that is
generated at the facility prior to its disposal at an off-site permitted hazardous waste facility.

ESOl is requesting renewal of its hazardous waste installation and operation permit in ordeg, to continue 1o
be authorized for the storage, treatment and disposal of permitted hazardous waste codes (vérious D, F, K,
P and U waste codes) as listed in the Part A of ESOI's Application.

ESOI is requesting renewal of its authorization to store 3200 cubic yards of hazardous waste in seven (7)
outdoor storage areas (of which three areas have yet to be constructed, G, I and L) and 1700 cubic yards of
hazardous waste in eight (8) storage areas within the Stabilization/Containment Building.

ESOI is requesting renewal of its authorization to store 100,000 gallons of liquid waste in indoor tanks
(leachate tanks) and 60,000 gallons of oily waste in outdoor storage tanks which have yet to be constructed
(54 through S-7).

ESQl is requesting renewal of its authorization to process a maximum of 250,000 tons of incoming and on-
site generated waste per calendar year within the Stabilization/Containment Building,

ESOT is requesting renewal of its authorization to dispose of hazardous wastes in their active landfill (Cell
M).

Environmental Justice Criteria

The EJ guidelines give the following criteria for identifying a potential EJ area:

1. The percentage of low income or minority population in the census block group, or within a 1-, 2-,
or 4- mile radius around the facility is greater than or equal to two times the state’s average low

income or minority percentages respectively; or

2. A. The percentage of low income or rinority population in the census block group, or within a 1-,
2-, or 4- mile radius arbund the facility is greater than the state’s average low income or minority
percentages, but less than two times the state’s average low income or minority percentages

/ _ '

respectively; and /

B. The cormnum'té identifies itself as an environmental justice area, the community reveals that
environmental justice issues are involved, or 1.5 EPA believes that environmental justice issues

exist at the site.



Demeogranhic Analvses based on vear 2000 census

U.S. EPA analyzed the demographic data from the census block group, and within a 1-, 2-, and 4-mile

radius of the location of the facility. The results of the analyses are presented below.

i. State Pemoeraphic Review

Name of State Percent Two Times Percent Two Times |
Minority Percent Low Percent
Minority Income Low
Income
Ohio 16 32 27 54
2. Facility Demographic Review
Facility Total Percent Percent Low
Demographics Population Minority Income’
Census Block 588 102 16.84
Group
1-Mile Radius 2,220 14.56 26.53
2-Mile Radius 14,862 21.28 3521
4-Mile Radius 90,241 30.28 4231

Environmental Justice Concerns raised by the commumity or others

According to the U.S. EPA Permit Writer John Gaitskill, ESOI, OEPA and U.S. EPA have not received
written and/or telephone comments from the public or any environmental and other groups about the

facility conceming environmgntal justice.
{

/

"The Guidélines define “Low Income” as household income which is less than double the

poverty ievel.



Condlusion

This analysis shows that the low income and/or minority percentages in some of the areas adjoining the site
are greater than the respective state’s average minority and/or low income percentages (see tables 1,2, 2.1,
and 2.2 on page 3 and 4) but below two times the state’s average minority and/or low income percentages.

According to the facts and criteria above, U.S. EPA determines that the area around the ESOI facility does
not qualify as an environmental justice area.

Although U. S. EPA has determined that the facility area does not satisfy the criteria to be designated as an
environmental justice area, the Ievel of protection is not lessened. U. S. EPA intends to exercise its
authority under RCRA to ensure the human health and environment of all populations are plotected. As
part of their community involvement activities, Ohio EPA and U .S. EPA will provide the community with
an information repository during the permit renewal process and may also initiate other public outreach
efforts.

1



Attachment 1 Demographic Analysis Sunmmary

ArcView GIS software is used to identify potential environmental justice areas near hazardous wasle sites.
To use ArcView GIS, one needs to have all data geo-referenced. In other words, ail data, points, lines and

polygons (areas), need geographic coordinates (latitude/longitude). In creating the maps, charts and tables

the following steps were taken.

1) The site latimde/longitude were located through U.S. EPA's Envirofacts database. Envirofacts holds
information from seven of U.S. EPA's major databases. The latitade/longitade accuracy in Envirofacts
varies from zip code centroid location to the site having data located by Global Positional System (GPS). If
a site's latitude/longitude accuracy is not at least identified by an address match process or not available in
Envirofacts, then a latitude/longitude is obtained by using the Internet site www.mapblast.com address
matching capabilities. In MapBlast’s mapping section, one provides the address of the facility and it will
return a map of the area and the latitude/longitude for the facility.

2) The geographic coordinates for the site are brought into the ArcView software and overlaid with 2000
Census demographic data. All data in the ArcView GIS project are geo-referenced by its geographic
coordinates.

3) To identify population characteristics near a facility, concentric circles of 1-, 2- and 4-mile radii from
the site are created. Since all data are geo-referenced, distances can be calculated by the software.

4) Census data are broken down into census tracts. A census tract does not cross county boundaries and is
made up of census block groups. Census block groups are made up of census blocks. In a densety
populated area, a census block is approximately a city block where, in a sparsely populated area, a census
block can equal the area of a census tract. Census tracts cover an area of approximately 4000 people.

5) To determine the total population within a given radius around a facility and within a given state, we
sum the total populations of alf census blocks contained completely within the radius with portions of the
total populations of the census blocks that overlap the radius. These portions are determined by assuming
the population is evenly distributed across the census block and we take the percentage of the population
relative to the area inside the radius compared to the whole area of the census block. The same procedure is
nsed to determine total minority and total low-income populations within a given sadius around a facility.

6) If afacility is located near a state border, further analysis is required. When a concentric circle of 1-, 2-
or 4-mile radius from a site crosses a state border, we compare the percent minority and percent low-
income of the area that is located within each state and within the radius to the respective state’s percentage
of minority and low-income.

!
!
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REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:
DwW.8]
March 30, 2005 |

Mr. Ed Lim, Manager

Engineering/Risk Assessment Section
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
Division of Hazardous Waste Management
Lazarus Government Center

122 South Front Street

Columbus, OH 43216-1049

RE: Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc. (ESOI)
U.S. EPA ID OHID045243706
Latitude: 41.66743
Longitude: -83.468362

Dear Mr. Lim:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has determined that the
Envirosafe Services of Chio, Inc. (ESOI} facility does not qualify as a potential environmental
justice area. U.S. EPA has based its analysis on its June 1998 Revised Region 5 Interim
Guidelines for Identifying and Addressing a Potential Environmental Justice Case, available on
the internet at: <http://www.epa.gov/grtlakes/envjustice/ejguidelines.html>. A copy of the
analysis is enclosed. As with all permitting decisions, the determination was reached based upon
demographic considerations of low income and minority populations within a 4-mile radius of
the site, and also on any environmental justice concerns raised by the community.

U.S. EPA encourages, but does not require, States to implement the guidelines. Under Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, States that receive federal assistance may decide to conduct 2
similar assessment. Several complaints have been filed with the U.S. EPA’s Office of Civil
Rights which alleged that permits issued in Region 5 have resulted in discriminatory effects on
the basis of race, color, or national ongin.

We recognize that Ohio EPA encourages public participation beginning early in the ESOl
permitting decision process.

!
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We recommend that you continue to enhance your public outreach to this community and would
be happy to provide assistance with this effort. If you have any questions regarding this analysis,

please contact me at 312-886-3583.

Sincerely,

Christopher Lambesis
Technical Support and Permitting Section
Waste Management Branch

Enclosure
4
cC: Harriet Croke
John Gaitskill
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EJ Letter to State of Ohio

Envirosafe Services of Chio, Inc.(ESOI)

U. 5. EPA ID# QHD 045 243 700

File: C:EPA Work\HVPrabhu\ESOI Oregon OH\EJ Letter to State....

Hejmadi [Marty] Prabhu March 30, 2005

WASTE MANAGEMENT BRANCH

SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY
TYPIST/ TSPS CORRECTIVE POL.PREV.& WMB WPTD
AUTHOR SECTION ACTION SPEC.INTIV BRANCH DIVISTON
Marty CHIEF SECTION SEC. CHIEF CHIEF DIRECTOR
Prabhu, .~ CHIEF
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REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:
MEMORANDUM TO FILE DW-8J
Date: March 30, 2005
Subject: Envirosafe Services of Chio, Inc.(ESCI)
From: Christopher Lambesis and Hejmadi (Marty) Prabhu
 To: Administrative Record for the Permitting Action Envirosafe Services of Chio, Inc.(ESOI)
U.S. EPA ID OHD045243706
Latitude: 41.66743, Longitude: -83.468362
Introduction

This demographic analysis is being performed as part of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) permit application review process in order to determine whether the Envirosafe Services of Ohio,
Inc. (ESOI) facility is in a low income or minority area for which environmental justice (EJ) may be a
consideration in any Federal action.

Environmental justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race or
income with respect to development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations,
and policies. It is the goal of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) to recognize
and address disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects of its programs
upon minority and low-income populations. The focus on environmental justice issues grew from the
February 11, 1994, Executive Order 12898 entitled "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.” The Executive Order states:

[tlo the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law . . . each Federal Agency shail make
achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, -
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.

Although there are no U.S. EPA natienal guidelines, Region 5 has developed interirn Guidelines as a basis
to determine whether a case should be classified as an environmental justice case. U.S. EPA Region 5
“Revised Region 5 Interim Guidelines for ldentifying and Addressing a Potential Environmental Justice
Case” dated June 1998 (“Gidelines”) offer a defined procedure for identifying potential environmental

b
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Jjustice cases.



Background

Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc. (ESOI) located at 876 otter Creek Road, Oregon, Chio 43616 ESOlis a
RCRA (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act) permitted hazardous waste treatment, storage, and
disposal facility. ESOI treats hazardous waste in the Stabilization/Containment Building to meet certain
regulatory requirements and disposes of waste in an on-site landfill. The active landfill unit at the facility is
designated as Cell M and is constructed with dual liner and leachate collection systems. Waste
management activities at the site date back to 1954 and there are a number of inactive or closed waste
disposal units. The closed landfill units are Cells F, G, H, I, as well as two sanitary landfills. Activity also
includes storage and treatment within a containment building and storage in tanks, storage in containers,
and transportation of hazardous waste. ESOI utilizes permitted storage tanks to store leachate that is
generated at the facility prior to its disposal at an off-site permitted hazardous waste facility.

ESOl is requesting renewai of its hazardous waste installation and operation permit in ordeg to continue to
be authorized for the storage, treatment and disposal of permitted hazardous waste codes (vdrious D, F, K,
P and U waste codes) as listed in the Part A of ESCI's Application.

ESOl is requesting renewal of its authorization to store 3200 cubic yards of hazardous waste in seven )]
outdoor storage areas (of which three areas have yet to be constructed, G, Tand L) and 1700 cubic yards of
hazardous waste in eight (8) storage areas within the Stabilization/Containment Building.

ESOI is requesting renewal of its authorization to store 100,000 gallons of liquid waste in indoor tanks
(leachate tanks) and 60,000 gallons of oily waste in outdoor storage tanks which have yet to be constructed

(S-4 through S-7).

ESOl is requesting renewal of its authorization to process a maximum of 250,000 tons of incoming and on-
site generated waste per calendar year within the Stabilization/Containment Building.

ESOI is requesting renewal of its authorization to dispose of hazardous wastes in their active landfill (Cell
M). -

Environmental Justice Criteria

The EJ guidelines give the following criteria for identifying a potential EJ area:

1. The percentage of low income or minority population in the census block group, or within a 1-, 2-,
or 4- mile radius around the facility is greater than or equal to two times the state’s average low
income or minority percentages respectively; or

2 A. The percentage of low income or minerity population in the census block group, or within a 1-,
2-, or 4- mile radius around the facility is greater than the state’s average low income or minority
percentages, but less than two times the state’s average low income or minority percentages
respectively; and /:"‘ :

B. The communitgr identifies itself as an environmental justice area, the community reveals that

environmental justice issues are involved, or U.S. EPA believes that environmental justice issues

exist at the site.



Demoeraphic Analyses based on vear 2000 census

U.S. EPA analyzed the demographic data from the census block group, and within a 1-, 2-, and 4-mile
radius of the location of the facility. The results of the analyses are presented below.

1. State Democraphic Review

Name of State Percent Two Times Percent Two Times ")
Minority Percent Low Percent
Minority Income Low
: Income
Ohio 16 32 27 54

2. Facility Demographic Review

Facility Total Percent Percent Low
Demographics Population Minority Income'
Census Block 588 1.02 16.84

Group
1-Mile Radrus 2,220 14.56 26.53
2-Mile Radius 14,862 21.28 3521
4-Mile Radius 90,241 30.28 42.31

Environmenial Justice Concerns raised by the community or ethers

According to the T.S. EPA Permit Writer John Gaitskill, ESOL, OEPA and U.S. EPA have not received
written and/or telephone comments from the public or any environmental and other groups about the
facility concermning environmgntal justice.

;!
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I The Guidelines define “Low Income” as household income which is less than double the
poverty level. -



Conclusion

This analysis shows that the low income and/or minority percentages in some of the areas adjoining the site
are greater than the respective state’s average minority and/or low incore percentages (see tables 1, 2, 2.1,
and 2.2 on page 3 and 4) but below two times the state’s average minority and/or low income percentages.

According to the facts and criteria above, U.S. EPA determines that the area around the ESOI facility does
not qualify as an environmental justice area.

Although U. S. EPA has determined that the facility area does not satisfy the criteria to be designated as an
environmental justice area, the level of protection is not lessened. U. S. EPA intends to exgrcise its
authority under RCRA 1o ensure the human health and environment of all populations are protected. As
part of their community involvement activities, Ohio EPA and U .S. EPA will provide the community with
an information repository during the permit renewal process and may also initiate other public outreach
efforts.



Attachment I Demographic Analysis Summary

ArcView GIS software is used to identify potential environmental justice areas near hazardous wasle sites.
To use ArcView GIS, one needs to have all data geo-referenced. In other words, all data, points, lines and

polygons (areas), need geographic coordinates (latitude/longitude). In creating the maps, charts and tables

the following steps were taken.

1) The site latitude/longitude were located through U.S. EPA's Envirofacts database. Envirofacts holds
information from seven of U.S. EPA’s major databases. The latitude/longitude accuracy in Envirofacts
varies from zip code centroid location to the site having data located by Global Positional System (GPS). If
a site’s latitude/Iongitude accuracy is not at least identified by an address match process or not available in
Envirofacts, then a latitude/longitude is obtained by using the Internet site www.mapblast.com address
matching capabilities. In MapBlast's mapping section, one provides the address of the facility and it will
return a map of the area and the latitide/longitude for the facility.

2) The geographic coordinates for the site are brought into the ArcView software and overlaid with 2000
Census demographic data. All data in the ArcView GIS project are geo-referenced by its geographic
coordinates.

3) To identify population characteristics near a facility, concentric circles of 1-, 2- and 4-mile radit from
the site are created. Since all data are geo-referenced, distances can be calculated by the software.

4) Census data are broken down into census tracts. A census tract does not cross county boundaries and 15
made up of census block groups. Census block groups are made up of census blocks. In a densely
populated area, a census block is approximately a city block where, in a sparsely populated area, a census
block can equal the area of a census tract. Census tracts cover an area of approximately 4000 people.

5} To determine the total population within a given radius around a facility and within a given state, we
sum the total populations of all census blocks contained completely within the radius with portions of the
total populations of the census blocks that overlap the radius. These portions are determined by assuming
the population is evenly distributed across the census block and we take the percentage of the population
relative to the area inside the radius compared to the whole area of the census block. The same procedure is
used to determine total minority and total low-income populations within a given radius around a facility.

6) If a facility is located near a state border, further analysis is required. When a concentric circle of 1-, 2-
or 4-mile radius from a site crosses a state border, we compare the percent minority and percent low-
income of the area that is located within each state and within the radius to the respective state’s percentage
of minority and low-income.



DW-8J
March 28, 2005

Mr. Ed Lim, Manager

Engineering/Risk Assessment Section
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
Division of Hazardous Waste Management
Lazarus Government Center

122 South Front Street

Columbus, Oﬁ3216—1049

(9

RE:  Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.(ESOI)
U. 5. EPA ID# OHD045243706
Latitude: 41.66743
Longitude: -83.468362
Dear Mr. Lim:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) conducted an environmental justice 12

demographic analysis for the area surrounding the Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.(ESOI ¥ A

copy of the analys1s is enclosed. U.S. EPA has determined that the area around Eaviresate
ees-ol Lot ESOB‘%[uahfles as a potential environmental justice area.

As described in the enclosed analysis, this determination was reached by evaluating the
proportion of low income and minority populations in the area near the facility and taking into
account the environmental justice concerns raised by the community. The proportion of
populatlon class1fled by the 2000 Census as minority and/or low income in a vicinity of the
FriEpsaie-serviees-et-Ohterre4ESO facility for the 2-mile and 4-mile radius area where the
site 1s located 1s greater than the state’s minority or low income percentages, but less than two
times the state’s minority or low income percentages.




In conducting this evaluation, U.S. EPA relied on its June 1998 Revised Region 5 Interim
Guidelines for Identifying and Addressing a Potential Environmental Justice Case. U.S. EPA
encourages, but does not require, states to implement the guidelines. In addition, states that
receive financial assistance from U.S. EPA agree to comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 and the regulations at 40 C.F.R. Part 40.

We. recegmze that Ohio EPA has encouraged public pa;rtl_ ipation 'egmmng carly in‘the
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.(ESOI) permitting decision process. Ie-this-eomeet2?

We recommend that you continue to enhance your public outreach to this community and would
be happy to provide assistance with this effort. If you have any questions regarding this analysis,
please contact me at 312-886-3583.

Sincerely,

Christopher Lambesis 7
Technical Support and Permitting Section
Waste Management Branch

Enclosure
cc: Harriet Croke

- John Gaitskill



EJ Letter to State of Chio
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.(ESOI)
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Hejmadi [Marty] Prabhu

March 28, 2005
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION &
77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
CHICAGO, IL 80604-3580

REFLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:

MEMORANDUM TO FILE : DW-8]

Date: March 28, 2005

Subject: Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc {ESOT)

From: Christopher Lamnbesis and Hejmadi (Marty) Prabhu

To: Administrative Record for the Permitting Action Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.(ESOI)

U.S. EPA# OHDO045243706
Latitude: 41.66743, Longitude: -83.468362

Introduction

This demographic analysis is being performed as part of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) permit application review process in order to determine whether the Envirosafe Services of Ohio,
Inc.(ESOI) facility is in a low income or minority area for which environmental justice (EJ) may be a
consideration in any Federal action.

Environmental justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race or
income with respect to development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations,
and policies. It is the goal of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) to recognize
and address disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects of its programs
upon minority and low-income populations. The focus on environmental justice issues grew from the
February 11, 1994, Executive Order 12898 entitled "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.” The Executive Order states:

[tlo the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law . . . each Federal Agency shall make
achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs,
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.

Although there are no U.S. EPA national guidelines, Region 5 has developed interim Guidelines as a basis
to determine whether a case should be classified as an environmental justice case. U.S. EPA Region 5
“Revised Region 5 Interim Guidelines for ldentifying and Addressing a Potential Environmental Justice
Case” dated June 1998 (“Guidelines”) offer a defined procedure for identifying potential environmental
justice cases. '



Background (= L
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc. (ES located at 876 otter Creek Road, Oregon, Ohio 43616 ESOL is

a RCRA (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act)*”permitted hazardous waste treatment, storage, and
disposal facility. ESOI treats hazardous waste in the Stabilization/Containment Building to meet certain
regulatory requirements and disposes of waste in an on-site landfill. The active landfill unit at the facility is
designated as Cell M and is constructed with dual liner and leachate collection systems. Waste
management activities at the site date back to 1954 and there are a number of inactive or closed waste
disposal units. The closed landfill units are Cells F, G, H, 1, as well as two sanitary landfills. Activity also
mcludes storage and treatrment within a containment building and storage in tanks, storage in containers,
and transportation of hazardous wastdFESOI utilizes permitted storage tanks to store leachate that is
generated at the facility prior to its disposal at an off-site permitted hazardous waste facility.

ESOI is requesting renewal of its hazardous waste installation and operation permit in order to continue to
be authorized for the storage, treatment and disposal of permitted hazardous waste codes (various D, F, K,
P and U waste codes) as listed in the Part A of ESOI's Application.

ESOI is requesting renewal of its authorization to store 3200 cubic yards of hazardous waste in seven (7)
outdoor storage areas (of which three areas have yet to be constructed, G, I and L) and 1700 cubic yards of
hazardous waste in eight (8) storage areas within the Stabilization/Containment Building.

ESO1 is requesting renewal of its authorization to store 100,000 gallons of liquid waste in indoor tanks
(leachate tanks) and 60,000 gallons of oily waste in outdoor storage tanks which have yet to be constructed
(5-4 through §-7).

ESOIl is requesting renewal of its authorization to process a maximum of 250,000 tons of incoming and on-
site generated waste per calendar year within the Stabilization/Containment Building,

ESOI is requesting renewal of its authorization to dispose of hazardous wastes in their active landfill (Celt

M).
Environmental Justice Criteria

The EJ guidelines give the following criteria for identifying a potential EJ area:

1. The percentage of low income or minority population in the census block group, or within a 1-, 2-,
or 4- mile radius around the facility is greater than or equal to two times the state’s average low
income or minority percentages respectively; or

2. A. The percentage of low income or minority population in the census block group, or within a 1-,
2-, or 4- mile radius around the facility is greater than the state’s average low income or minority
percentages, but less than two times the state’s average low income or minority percentages
respectively; and

B. The community identifies itself as an environmental justice area, the community reveals that
environmental justice issues are involved, or U.S. EPA believes that environmental justice issues
exist at the site, '



Demographic Analyses based on vear 2000 census

U.S. EPA analyzed the demographic data from the census block group, and within a 1-, 2-, and 4-mile
radius of the location of the facility. ‘Part of the demographic data forthe-facility falls it the fisighbonng
state-of Michigan.. The results of the analyses are presented below:

1.

2.

State Demographic Review

Name of State Percent Two Times Percent Two Times
Minority Percent Low Percent
Minority Income
Income
Ohio 16 32 27
Facility Demographic Review
Facility Total Percent Percent Low
Demographics Population Minority Income'
Census Block 588 1.02 16.84
Group
L-Mile Radius 2,220 14.56 26.53
2-Mile Radius 14,862 21.28 35.21
4-Mile Radius 00,241 30.28 42.31

Envirenmental Justice Concerns raised by the community or others

Sl

According to the U.S. EPA Permit Writer John Gaitskill, Envirosafe Services of Ohlo In¢, OEPA and U S.
EPA have not received wntIBn arid/or telephone comments frotn the public or any mvuonmenial and other
groups about the facility concerning enwronmental justice.

27997

"The Guidelines define “Low Income™ as household income which is less than double the
poverty level.




Conclusion

This analysis shows that the low income and/or minority percentages in some of the areas adjoining the site
are greater than the respective states’ average minority and/or low income percentages.(see tables 1, 2, 2.1,
and 2.2 on page 3 and 4) This finding, when taken together with the fact that the USEPA wants the public
to be made aware of the environmental justice issues for this site, could be regarded as meeting EJ
guidelines criteria # 2 (see page 2). We therefore recommend that this area be treated as a potential
environmental justice area.



Attachment 1 Demographic Analysis Summary

ArcView GIS software is used to identify potential environmental justice areas near hazardous waste sites.
To use ArcView GIS, one needs to have all data geo-referenced. In other words, all data, points, lines and
polygons (areas), need geographic coordinates (latitude/longitude). In creating the maps, charts and tables
the following steps were taken.

1) The site latitude/longitude were located through U.S. EPA's Envirofacts database. Envirofacts holds
information from seven of U.S. EPA’s major databases. The latitude/longitude accuracy in Envirofacts
varies from zip code centroid location to the site having data located by Global Positional System (GPS). If
a site's latitude/longitude accuracy 1s not at least identified by an address match process or not available in
Envirofacts, then a latitude/longitude is obtained by using the Internet site www.mapblast.com address
matching capabilities. In MapBlast’s mapping section, one provides the address of the facility and it will
return a map of the area and the latitude/longitude for the factlity.

2) The geographic coordinates for the site are brought into the ArcView software and overlaid with 2000
Census demographic data. All data in the ArcView GIS project are geo-referenced by its geographic
coordinates.

3) To identify population characteristics near a facility, concentric circles of 1-, 2- and 4-mile radii from
the site are created. Since all data are geo-referenced, distances can be calculated by the software.

4) Census data are broken down into census tracts. A census tract does not cross county boundaries and is
made up of census block groups. Census block groups are made up of census blocks. In a densely
populated area, a census block is approximately a city block where, in a sparsely populated area, a census
block can equal the area of a census tract. Census fracts cover an area of approximately 4000 people.

5) To determine the total population within a given radius around a facility and within a given state, we
sum the total populations of all census blocks contained completely within the radius with portions of the
total populations of the census blocks that overlap the radius. These portions are determined by assuming
the population is evenly distributed across the census block and we take the percentage of the population
relative to the area inside the radius compared to the whole area of the census block. The same procedure is
used to determine total minority and total low-income populations within a given radius around a facility.

6) If a facility is located near a state border, further analysis is required. When a concentric circle of 1-, 2-
or 4-mile radius from a site crosses a state border, we compare the percent minority and percent low-
mcome of the area that is located within each state and within the radius to the respective state’s percentage
of minority and low-income.
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John Gaitskill /R5/USEPA/US To Hejmadi Prabhuw/R5/USEPA/US@EPA

03/29/2005 11:09 AM cC

bee
Subject EJ Analysis for Envirosafe [

I made a couple of calls to OEPA and they could not recali receiving any EJ inquiries regarding
Envirosafe.
John 66785




January 28, 2005

Mr. Ed Lim, Manager

Engineering/Risk Assessment Section
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
Division of Hazardous Waste Management
Lazarus Government Center

122 South Front Street

Columbus, OH 43216-1049

RE:  Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.(ESOI)
U. S. EPA ID# OHD045243706
Latitude: 41.66743
Longitude: -83.468362

Dear Mr. Lim:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) conducted an environmental justice
demographic analysis for the area surrounding the Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.(ESOI). A
copy of the analysis is enclosed. U.S. EPA has determined that the area around Envirosafe
Services of Ohio, Inc.(ESOI) qualifies as a potential environmental justice area.

As described in the enclosed analysis, this determination was reached by evaluating the
proportion of low income and minority populations in the area near the facility and taking into
account the environmental justice concerns raised by the community. The proportion of
population classified by the 2000 Census as minority and/or low income in a vicinity of the
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.(ESOI) facility for the 2-mile and 4-mile radius area where the
site is located is greater than the state’s minority or low income percentages, but less than two
times the state’s minority or low income percentages.

To determine the total population within a given radius around a facility, we sum the total
populations of all census blocks contained completely within the radius with portions of the total
populations of the census blocks that overlap the radius. These portions are determined by
assuming the population is evenly distributed across the census block and we take the percentage
of the population relative to the area inside the radius compared to the whole area of the census
block.



The same procedure is used to determine total minority and total low-income populations
within a given radius around a facility.

In conducting this evaluation, U.S. EPA relied on its June 1998 Revised Region 5 Interim
Guidelines for Identifying and Addressing a Potential Environmental Justice Case. U.S. EPA
encourages, but does not require, states to implement the guidelines. In addition, states that
receive financial assistance from U.S. EPA agree to comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 and the regulations at 40 C.F.R. Part 40.

We recognize that Ohio EPA has encouraged public participation beginning early in the
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.(ESOI) permitting decision process. Is this correct??

We recommend that you continue to enhance your public outreach to this community and would
be happy to provide assistance with this effort. If you have any questions regarding this analysis,

please contact me at 312-886-3583,

Sincerely,

Christopher Lambesis
Technical Support and Permitting Section
Waste Management Branch

Enclosure

(&1 Harriet Croke
John Gaitskill



EJ Letter to State of Ohio

Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.(ESQOI)

U. S. EPA ID# OHD 045 243 706

File: C:EPA Work\HVPrabhu\ESOI Oregon OH\EJ Letter to State....
Hejmadi [Marty] Prabhu January 28, 2005

WASTE MANAGEMENT BRANCH

SECRETARY SECRETARY QECRETARY \SECRETARY CRETARY /”\SECRETABf/
TYPTET/ TSPS CORRECTIVE WM WPT,
AUTHOR SECTION CH DIAVISTON
Marty CHIFEF HIEF IRECTOR

Prabhu CHIEF
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2 Q{, UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
5 N7 § REGION 5
%’M o 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
D pr S CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590
REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:
MEMORANDUM TO FILE DW-8]
Date: January 21, 2005
Subject: Envirosate Services of Ohio, Inc.(ESOI)
From: Christopher Lambesis and Hejmadi (Marty) Prabhu
To: Administrative Record for the Permitting Action Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.(ESOI)
U.S. EPA# OHD045243706
Latitude: 41.66743, Longitude: -83.468362
Introduction

This demographic analysis is being performed as part of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) permit application review process in order to determine whether the Envirosafe Services of Ohio,
Inc(ESOI) facility is in a low income or minority area for which environmental justice (EJ) may be a
consideration in any Federal action.

Environmental justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race or
income with respect to development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations,
and policies. It is the goal of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) to recognize
and address disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects of its programs
upon minority and low-income populations. The focus on environmental justice issues grew from the
February 11, 1994, Executive Order 12898 entitled "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations." The Executive Order states:

[t]o the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law . . . each Federal Agency shall make
achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs,
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.

Although there are no U.S. EPA national guidelines, Region 5 has developed interim Guidelines as a basis
to determine whether a case should be classified as an environmental justice case. U.S. EPA Region 5
“Revised Region 5 Interim Guidelines for Identifying and Addressing a Potential Environmental Justice
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Case” dated June 1998 (“Guidelines™) offer a defined procedure for identifying potential environmental
justice cases. '

Background

Envirosafe Services of Chio, Inc. (ESOT) is located at 876 otter Creek Road, Oregon, Ohio 43616.ESOI is
a RCRA (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act) permitted hazardous waste treatment, storage, and
disposal facility. ESOI treats hazardous waste in the Stabilization/Containmnent Building to meet certain
regulatory requirements and disposes of waste in an on-site landfill. The active landfill unit at the facility is
designated as Cell M and is constructed with dual liner and leachate collection sysiems. Waste _
management activities at the site date back to 1954 and there are a number of inactive or closed waste
disposal units. The closed landfill units are Cells F, G, H, I, as well as two sanitary landfills. Activity also
includes storage and treatment within a containment building and storage in tanks, storage in containers,
and transportation of hazardous waste. ESOI utilizes permitted storage tanks to store leachate that 1s
generated at the facility prior to its disposal at an off-site permitted hazardous waste facility.

ESOI is requesting renewal of its hazardous waste installation and operation permmit in order to continue to
be authorized for the storage, treatment and disposal of permitted hazardous waste codes {various D, F, K,
P and U waste codes} as listed in the Part A of ESOI’s Application.

ESOI is requesting renewal of its authorization to store 3200 cubic yards of hazardous waste in seven (7)
outdoor storage areas (of which three areas have yet to be constructed, G, I and L) and 1700 cubic yards of
hazardous waste in eight (8) storage areas within the Stabilization/Containment Building.

ESOI is requesting renewal of its authorization to store 100,000 gallons of liquid waste in indoor tanks
(leachate tanks) and 60,000 gallons of oily waste in outdoor storage tanks which have yet to be constructed
(S-4 through S-7).

ESOl is requesting renewal of its authorization to process a maximum of 250,000 tons of incoming and on-
site generated waste per calendar year within the Stabilization/Containment Building.

ESOI is requesting renewal of its authorization to dispose of hazardous wastes in their active landfill (Cell
M.

Environmental Justice Criteria

The EJ guidelines give the folloWing criteria for identifying a potential EJ area:

1. A low income or minority percentage of the census block group, 1-, 2-, or 4- mile radius area
where the site is located is greater than or equal to two times the state’s low income or minority
percentages; or '

2. A. A low income or minority percentage of the census block group | 1-, 2-, or 4- mile radius area
where the site is located is greater than the state’s low income or minority percentages, but less than
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two times the state’s low income or minonty percentages; and

B. The community identifies itself as an environmental justice area, the community reveals that
environmental justice issues are involved, or U.S. EPA believes that environmental justice issues
_exist at the site.

Demographic Analyses based on vear 2000 census

U.S. EPA analyzed the demographic data from the census block group, and within a 1-, 2-, and 4-mile
radius of the location of the facility. Part of the demographic data for the facility falls in the neighboring
state of Michigan. The results of the analyses are presented below:

1. State Demographic Review
Name of State Percent Two Times Percent Two Times
Minority Percent Low Percent
Minority Income Low
Income
Ohio 16 32 27 54
P Facility Demographic Review
Facility Total Percent Percent Low
Demographics Population Minority Income'
Census Block 588 1.02 16.84
Group
1-Mile Radius 2,220 14.56 26.53
2-Mile Radius 14,862 21.28 35.21
4-Mile Radius 90,241 30.28 4231

"' The Guidelines define “Low Income” as household income which is less than double the
poverty level.
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Environmental Justice Concerns raised by the community or others

ccording to the U.S. EPA Permit Writer John Gaitskill, Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc, OEPA and U.S.
EPA have nat received written and/or telephone comments from the public or any environmental and other
oups about the facility conceming environmental justice. 277?7

Conclusion

This analysis shows that the low income and/or minority percentages in some of the areas adjoining the site
are greater than the respective states’ average minority and/or low income percentages.(see tables 1,2, 2.1,
and 2.2 on page 3 and 4) This finding, when taken together with the fact that the USEPA wants the public
to be made aware of the environmental justice issues for this site, could be regarded as meeting EJ
guidelines criteria # 2 (see page 2). We therefore recommend that this area be treated as a potential
environmental justice area.
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Attachment 1

ArcView GIS software is used to identify potential environmental justice areas near hazardous waste sites.
To use ArcView GIS, one needs to have all data geo-referenced. In other words, all data, points, lines and
polygons (areas), need geographic coordinates (latitude/longitude). In creating the maps, charts and tables

the following steps were taken.

1) The site latitude/longitude were located through U.S. EPA's Envirofacts database. Envirofacts holds
information from seven of U.S. EPA's major databases. The latitude/longitude accuracy in Envirofacts
varies from zip code centroid location to the site having data located by Global Positional System (GPS). If
a site's latitude/longitude accuracy is not at least identified by an address match process or not available in
Envirofacts, then a latitude/longitude is obtained by using the Internet site www.mapblast.com address
matching capabilities. In MapBlast’s mapping section, one provides the address of the facility and it will
return a map of the area and the latitude/longitude for the facility.

2) The geographic coordinates for the site are brought into the ArcView software and overlaid with 2000
Census demographic data. All data in the ArcView GIS project are geo-referenced by its geographic
coordinates.

3} To identify population characteristics near a facility, concentric circles of I, 2 and 4 mile radii from the
site are created. Since all data are geo-referenced, distances can be calculated by the software.

4) Census data are broken down into census tracts. A census tract does not cross county boundaries and is
made up of census block groups. Census block groups are made up of census blocks. In a densely
populated area, a census block is approximately a city block where, in a sparsely populated area, a census
block can equal the area of a census tract. Census tracts cover an area of approximately 4000 people.

5} To determine the total population within a given radii around a facility, we sum the total populations of
all census blocks contained completely within the radius with portions of the total populations of the census
blocks that overlap the radius. These portions are determined by assuming the population is evenly
distributed across the census block and we take the percentage of the population relative to the area inside
the radius compared to the whole area of the census block. The same procedure is used to determine total
minority and total low-mcome populations within a given radius around a facility.
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s @ REGION 5
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REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:
MEMORANDUM TO FILE DW-8J
Date: January 21, 2005
Subject: Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.(ESOI)
From: Christopher Lambesis and Hejmadi (Marty) Prablm
To: Administrative Record for the Permitting Action Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.(ESOI)
U.S. EPA# OHD045243706
Latitude: 41.66743, Longitude: -83.468362
Introduction

This demographic analysis is being performed as part of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) permit application review process in order to determine whether the Envirosafe Services of Ohio,
Inc.(ESOI) facility is in a low income or minority area for which environmental justice (EJ) may be a
consideration in any Federal action.

Environmental justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race or
income with respect to development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations,
and policies. It is the goal of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) to recognize
and address disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects of its programs
upon minority and low-income populations. The focus on environmental justice issues grew from the
February 11, 1994, Executive Order 12898 entitled "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations." The Executive Order states:

[tJo the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law . . . each Federal Agency shall make
achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs,
policies, and activities on minotity populations and low-income populations.

Although there are no U.S. EPA national guidelines, Region 5 has developed interim Guidelines as a basis
to determine whether a case should be classified as an environmental justice case. U.S. EPA Region 5
“Revised Region 5 Interim Guidelines for Identifying and Addressing a Potential Environmental Justice
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Case” dated June 1998 (“Guidelines™) offer a defined procedure for identifying potential environmental
justice cases.

Background

Favirosafe Services of Chio, Inc. (ESOI) is located at 876 otter Creek Road, Oregon, Ohio 43616.E801 s
a RCRA (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act) permitted hazardous waste treatment, storage, and
disposal facility. ESOI treats hazardous waste in the Stabilization/Containment Building to meet certain
regulatory requirements and disposes of waste In an onrsite landfill. The active landfill unit at the facility is
designated as Cell M and is constructed with dual liner and leachate collection systems. Waste management
activities at the site date back to 1954 and there are a number of inactive or closed waste disposal units.
The closed landfill units are Cells F, G, H, 1, as well as two sanitary landfills. Activity also inchades storage
and treatment within a containment building and storage in tanks, storage in containers, and transportation
of hazardous waste. ESOI utilizes permitted storage tanks to store leachate that is generated at the facility
prior to its disposal at an off-site permitted hazardous waste facility.

ESQI is requesting renewal of its hazardous waste mstallation and operation permit in order to continue to
be authorized for the storage, treatment and disposal of permitted hazardous waste codes (various D, F, K,
P and U waste codes) as listed in the Part A of ESOI’s Application.

ESOI is requesting renewal of its authorization to store 3200 cubic yards of hazardous waste in seven (7)
outdoor storage areas (of which three areas have yet to be constructed, G, I and L) and 1700 cubic yards of
hazardous waste in eight (8) storage areas within the Stabilization/Contamment Building.

ESOI is requesting renewal of its authorization to store 100,000 gallons of liquid waste in indoor tanks
(leachate tanks) and 60,000 gallons of oily waste in cutdoor storage tanks which have yet to be constructed
(8-4 through S-7).

ESOI is requesting renewal of its authorization to process a maximum of 250,000 tons of incoming and on-
site generated waste per calendar vear within the Stabilization/Containment Building.

ESOI is requesting rencwal of ité authorization to dispose of hazardous wastes in their active landfill (Cell
M).

Environmental Justice Criferia
The EJ guidelines give the following criteria for identifying a potential EJ area:

1 A low incorse or minority percentage of the census block group, 1-, 2-, or 4- mile radius area
where the site is located is greater than or equal to two times the state’s low income or minority

percertages; or

2. A. A low income or minority percentage of the census block group , 1-, 2-, or 4- mile radius arca
where the site is lpcated is greater than the state’s low income or minority percentages, but less than
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two times the state’s low income or minority percentages; and

B. The community identifies itself as an environmental justice area, the community reveals that
environmental justice issues are involved, or U.S. EPA believes that environmental justice issues
exist at the site.

Demographic Analyses based on year 2000 census

U.S. EPA analyzed the demographic data from the census block group, and within a 1-, 2-, and 4-mile
radius of the location of the facility. Part of the demographic data for the facility falls in the neighboring
state of Michigan. The results of the analyses are presented below:

1. State Demographic Review

Name of State Percent Two Times Percent Two Times
Minority Percent Low Percent
Minority Income Low
Income
Ohio 16 32 27 54
>L Michigan 21 42 26 52
Z Facility Demographic Review | \j \ ’UJ)
Facility Total - Percent Percent Low M
Demographics Population Minority Income' Q’DQ
Census Block 588 1.02 16.84 \
Group
1-Mile Radius 2,220 14.56 26.53
2-Mile Radius 14,862 21.28 35.21
4-Mile Radius 90241 30.28 4231

! The Guidelines define “Low Income” as household income which is less than double the
poverty level. : ‘
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Facility Demographic State of Ohio O
Facility Total Percent : Peroem Low
Demographics Population Minority /Income
Census Block 588 102 7 1684
Group \ /
1-Mile Radius 2220 1456 / 26.53
2-Mile Radius 14,862\ 2128 3521
4-Mile Radius ' /
.
Vi
Facility Demographic State of Méchigan Only
Facility Total \Percent Percent Low
Demographics Population l&g:\ority Income
Census Block 0 0
Group
1-Mile Radius 0 0 \ 0
2-Mile Radius 0 0 0

Environmental Justice Concerns raised by the community or others
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Conclusion

This analysis shows that the low income and/or minority percentages i some of the areas adjommg the site
are greater than the respective states’ average minority and/or low income percentages.(see tables 1, 2, 2.1,
and 2.2 on page 3 and 4) This finding, when taken together with the fact that the USEPA wants the public
to be made aware of the environmental justice issues for this site, could be regarded as meeting EJ
guidelines criteria # 2 (see page 2). We therefore recommend that this area be treated as a potential
environmental justice area.
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Attachment 1

ArcView GIS software is used to identify potential environmental justice areas near hazardous waste sites.
To use ArcView GIS, one needs to have all data geo-referenced. In other words, all data, points, lines and
polygons (areas), need geographic coordinates (latitude/longitude). In creating the maps, charts and tables
the following steps were taken.

1) The site latitude/longitude were located through U.S. EPA's Envirofacts database. Envirofacts holds
information from seven of U.S. EPA's major databases. The latitude/longitude accuracy in Envirofacts
varies from zip code centroid location to the site having data located by Global Positional System (GPS). If
a site's latitude/longitude accuracy is not at least identified by an address match process or not available in
Envirofacts, then a latitude/longitude is obtained by using the Internet site www.mapblast.com address
matching capabilities. In MapBlast’s mapping section, one provides the address of the facility and it will
return a map of the area and the latitude/longitude for the facility. |

2) The geographic coordinates for the site are brought into the ArcView software and overlaid with 2000
Census demographic data. All data in the ArcView GIS project are geo-referenced by its geographic
coordinates.

3) To identify population characteristics near a facility, concentric circles of 1, 2 and 4 mile radii from the
site are created. Since all data are geo-referenced, distances can be calculated by the sofitware.

4) Census data are broken down into census tracts. A census tract does not cross county boundaries and is
made up of census block groups. Census block groups are made up of census blocks. In a densely
populated area, a census block is approximately a city block where, in a sparsely populated area, a census
block can equal the area of a census tract. Census tracts cover an area of approximately 4000 people.

5) To determine the total population within a given radii around a facility, we sum the total populations of
all census blocks contained completely within the radius with portions of the total populations of the census
blocks that overlap the radius. These portions are determined by assuming the population is evenly
distributed across the census block and we take the percentage of the population relative to the area inside
the radius compared to the whole area of the census block. The same procedure is used to determine total
minority and total low-income populations within a given radius around a facility.



Environmental Justice Analysis using Year 2000 Census Data

— - +

Envirosafe Services of Ohio Inc

876 Otter Creek Road

QOregon, OH 43616

OHD 045 243 706

Latitude: 41.66743

Longitude: -83.468362

Date: December 30, 2004 |

i b 21
Total 42D 3o 2x = Si} Ty
Geographic Area Total Minority Low Income | Populationin | = Percent Percent Low Percent
Population population Population Poverty Minority Income Poverty
Block Group 588 6 99 47 1.02 16.84 8.08
~ G )
1-Mile Radius V2220 323 583 v 178 /Y4 £714.56 26.53 ¥ 8.08
2-Mile Radius 14862 3162 5102 v a0es| v 0128 35.21|/6 v 1564
> - -
4-Mile Radius < 90241 27328 37468 v 18606 v 30.08 42.31] #9067 21,01
Averages: Ohio
Percent Minority 16.00
Percent Low Income 27.00 -




Description of Facility M )
AL Rulg 3745-50-22 (B ; N
Mﬁwﬂ%ﬂ:» ( y /Z;“,?.: & %\4‘#‘{,7'"1‘“{ Pt ?L

Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc. (ESOI) is a RCRA (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act)
permitted hazardous waste treatment, storage, and disposal facility. ESOI treats hazardous waste
in the Stabilization/Containment Building to meet certain regulatory requirements and disposes of
waste in an on-site landfill. The active landfill unit at the facility 1s designated as Cell M and is
constructed with dual liner and leachate collection systems. Waste management activities at the
site date back to 1954 and there are a number of inactive or closed waste disposal units. The
closed landfill units are Cells F, G, H, I, as well as two sanitary landfills. Activity also includes
storage and freatment within a containment building and storage in tanks, storage in containers,
and transportation of hazardous waste. ESOI utilizes permitted storage tanks to store leachate
that is generated at the facility prior to its disposal at an off-site permitted hazardous waste
facility.

Desctiptio
~ OACIRulé 3745

ESOI is requesting renewal of its hazardous waste installation and operation permit in order to
continue to be authorized for the storage, treatment and disposal of permitted hazardous waste
codes (various D, F, K, P and U waste codes) as-listedsirithe Pari A-0f ESOFs Applieation. 7,/

enewal /L

ESOI is requesting r@mwalwﬁei&ﬁ-s authorization to store 3200 cubic yards of hazardous waste in
seven (7) outdoor storage areas (of which three areas have yet to be constructed, G, [ and L) and
1700 cubic yards of hazardous waste in eight (8) storage areas within the
Stabilization/Containment Building.

ESQI is requesting renewal of its authorization to store 100,000 gallons of liquid waste in indoor
tanks (leachate tanks) and 60 000 ga]lons of oily waste in outdoor storage tanks which have yet to
be constructedsS-d-throumdrS=Fg

ESOI is requesting renewal of its authorization to process a maximum of 250,000 tons of
incoming and on-site generated waste per calendar year within the Stabilization/Containment
Building. :

ESOI is requesting renewal of its authorlzatlon to dlSpO se of hazardous wastes in their active
landfill (Cell M) as-identified- A e Rore




I 2000 CENSUS : _ : i | o
| REGION 5 STATES: DATA FOR LOW INCOME AND M!ﬁORITY POPULATION F .

- ‘State Low Income 2 Times Low Income Minority 2 Times Minority Poverty
_lllinois 26% 52% 32% 64% i 11%
__Indiana 26% 52% 14% 28% O 10% |

~ Michigan 26% 52% ! 21% - 42% 1 11%
| Minnesota 22% 44% 12% 24% 8%
Ohio 27% 54% 16% 32% 1%
Wisconsin | 24% 48% 13% - 26% | 9%




2000 CENSUS
REGION 5 STATES: DATA FOR LOW INCOME AND MINORITY POPULATION
State Low Income 2 Times Low Income Minority 2 Times Minority Poverty
llinois 26% 52% | 32% 64% 1%
Indiana 26% 52% 14% 28% 10%
Michigan _ 26% 52% 21% 42% 11%
Minnesota 22% 44% 12% 24% 8%
Ohio 27% 54% 16% 32% "M%
Wisconsin 24% 48% 13% 26% 9%
| DATA FOR STATES BORDERING REGION 5 STATE
towa 20% 40% 6% 12% 9%
Kentucky 24% 48% 10% 20% 16%
Missouri 22% 44% 15% 30% 12%
North Dakota 21% 42% 8% 16% 12%
South Dakota 22% 44% 11% 22% 13%
__Pennsylvania 22% 44% 15% 30% 11%
West Virginia 24% 48% 5% 10% 18%




EPA  TmviroMapper - Environmental Justice Geographic Assessme

Contaci Us | Print Version  Search:

ool P-

.5, Environmental Protection g@ﬁw

nvironmental Justice @mgmpmg Assessment Tool

EFA Home » DnviroMapper = Environmental Justice Geographic Assessment Toal

Statistics represent residential population within a 1 mile radius around "ENVIROSAFE SERVICES OF

OHIO INCORPORATED"

=g Aszsessment

EM Storefront

Contact Us

Enter 2 new radius value {max. 10 miles) IE'E

[ County and State Comparison
/ Overview
Total Persons: ” v 2220” Land Area; ” 90.2% Households in Area; || 831 |
Population 91062 /sq Water Area: 9.8%|| Housing Units in Area: || 885
BPensity: mi
Percent ,j" o, || Parsons Below Poverty|] Households on Public
Mingrity: 14.6% Level; ! %8 (8%) Assistance: 32
This space intentionally left Housing Units Built c . . o ) ol
blank <1970 B87%1| Housing Units Built «1950: |[40%
Race and Age*
[ Race Breakdown ||  Persons (%) || Age Breakdown | Persons(%) |
| White: | 1982 (s9.3%) Child 5 years or less: || 182 (8.29%)
| Atican-Amedcan. || 56 (2.5%) || Minors 17 years and younger. | 610 (27.5%)
| Hispanic-Origin, “ 226 (10.2%}) Acifts 18 vears and older: ” 1611 (72.5%)
| Aslan/Pacific Islander; 17 (0.8%;} || Seniors 85 vears and olde “ 248 (11.1%)
| American Indian; 5 (0.2%)
(Crher Hace: 98  (4.4%) This space intentionally left blank

http://oaspub.epa.gov/envijust/demog_service.get_geom?coords=-83.468362%2C41.60743&feattype=POINT&radius=1&report_t...

1 of 4~

1/6/2005




! S

EPA - EnviroMapper - Environmental Justice Geographic Assessment Tool Page 2 of 3
| Multiraciai [ 61 (2.8%)||

| |

| (* Columns that add up to 100% are highlighted) |i l
- |

|

|

|

|

SOURCE: U5, Bureau of the Cengug Wi
Data represents population and housing statistics by block group for Census 2000.

IGo To Top Of The Pagel

Last updated on Thursday, January &th, 2005
hitp://oaspub.epa.gov/envjust/demog_service.get_geom

http:.  spub.epa.gov/envjust/demog_service.get_geom?coords=-83.  362%2C41.66743&feattype=POINT&radius=1&report_t...  ,/2005




EPA nviroMapper - Environmental Justice Geographic Assessme* ool P lof3~

U.5. Environmentsl Protection A %ﬁw
Environmental Justice e@gaﬂwm@ Assessment Too!

Contact Us | Print Version  Search:
EPA Home » EnvitoManpper » Environmental Justice Gaographic Assessment Tool

£j Home Statistics represent residential population within a 2 mile radius around "ENVIROSAFE SERVICES OF

) OHIO INCORPORATED"
£J Assessment

Enter a new radius value (max. 10 miles) Eﬁj

Eif StorefFront

Contact Us

[ County and State Comparison
Overview
Total Persons: ||/ 14867  LandArea: || 89.4%]|[ Househotds in Area: |(5574]
1472335590 water Area: 10.6%|| Housing Units in Area: ||6076
Percent / o Persons Below W "“fa Households on Public
Minority: </ 21.3% Poverty Lavel: 2267 (15.2%) Assistance: 827
This space intentionally left Housing Units Built 579% rousing Units Built 379
blank <1970 ° 0; 7
Race and Age*
Race Breakdown ]| Persons (%) || Age Breakdown “ Persons(%) ]
White: ’ 12317 (82.8%) [ Child Eyears orless: || 1439 (9.7%)
I African-American: ” 1561 (10.5%) || Minors 17 years and younget: ” 4176 (28.1%)
! Hispanic-Origin; ” 1359 (9.19%) | Adulis 18 vears and older: Il 10691 (71.9%)
Asian/Pacific Islander: ” 129 {0.9%)]| Seniors 85 years.andgide u 2145 (14.4%)
American Indiamn: “ 21 {01%) l
Other Race: 536  {3.6%} This space intentionally left blank

http://oaspub.epa.gov/envjust/demog_service.get_geom?coords=-83.468362%2C41.66743 & feattype=POINT&radius=2&report_t... 1/6/2005

o Y



EPA - EnviroMapper - Environmental Justice Geographic Assessment Tool Page 2 of 3.

| Muttiracial: I 303 (2.0%)
I (* Columns that add up to 100% are highlighted) |

SOURCE: .5, Bureau of the Gansuys == .
Data represents population and housing statistics by bfock group for Census 2000.

IGo To Top Of The Page|

EPA Home | Privacy and Security Nolice | Contact Us

Last updated on Thursday, January 6th, 2005
hitp://oaspub.epa.govienviust/demog_service.gat_geom

hitp::  spub.epa.gov/envjust/demog_service.get_geom?coords=-83.  362%2C41.66743& eattype=POINT &radius=2&report_t... A2005



EPA TinviroMapper - Environmental Justice Geographic Assessme ool F 1 of 3.

1.8, Environmental Protection A
Environmental Justice Geographic Assessment Tool

Contact Us | Print Vergion  Search:
EPA Home > EnviroMapper » Environmental Justice Geographic Assessment Tool

jeney

EJd Home Statistics represent residential population within a 4 mile radius around "ENVIROSAFE SERVICES OF

OHIOC INCORPORATED"
EJ Agsessment

Enter a new radius value (max. 10 miles) EGO]

M StoreFront

Contaet Us

i County and State Comparison
_ Overview
Totzl Persons: || ~90263]  LandArea || 87.3%]|| Households in Area: ||35026]
Population 2246.96 /sq . - .
Censity: mi Waler Area: 12.3% Housing Units in Arsa; || 38467
Percent Persons Below ||, % ¥ || Households on Public
Winority: J 30.3% e ||18612 (20.6%) Assistance: 2445
This space intentionally left || Housing Units Built o o
Pl 80% 54%
Race and Age*
| Race Breakdown || Persons (%) | Age Breakdown I Persons(%) |
| White: | es167 (73.3%) Child & vears of less: 8822  (9.8%)
| African-Americarn: 17168 (19.0%) || Minors 17 vears and youngar: || 26529 (29.4%)
| Hispanic-ongin: || 7996 (8.9%)| Aduits 18 years and older 63735 (70.6%)
|
] Asian/Pagific Islander: || 442 (0.5%) | Seniors 65 years and older: H 11143 (12.3%)
! American Indian: ” 316 {0.3%)
Oiher Race; ' 3316  {3.7%) This space intentionally left blank

http://oaspub.epa.gov/envjust/demog_service.get_geom?coords=-83.468362%2C41.66743&feattype=POINT &radius=4&report_t... 1/6/2005




EPA - EnviroMapper - Environmental Justice Geographic Assessment Tool ' Page 2 of 3.~

| Mumaciar || 2854 @2%)|| |
| (* Columns that add up to 100% are highlighted) [

SOURCE: U,§. Bursau of the Censys RAlkilad
Data represents population and housing statistics by block group for Census 2000.

iGo To Top Of The Paqel

EPA Home | Privagy and Sseutity Notice | Contact Us

|.ast updated on Thursday, January 6th, 2005
http:/foaspub.epa.gov/envjust/demog_service.get_geom

http:,  spub.epa.gov/envjust/demog_service.get_geom?coords=-83. ;362%2C41.66743&feattype=POINT&radius=4&report_t... /2005




From: Hejmadi (Marty) Prabhu/R5/USEPA/US
Sent by: Hejmadi Prabhu/R5/USEPA/US

To: Harriet Croke/R5/USEPA/US@EPA

Date: Friday, January 21, 2005 03:44PM
Subject: Re: Fw: Renewal for Envirosafe Landfill in Oregon, Ohio

Harriet:
I am working on this. I just got the data printed out. I will analyze the data over
the week end and get a draft memo for you and Chris by Tuesday.

Meanwhile I am revising the memao to Admin File for WTI based on Larry's new
numbers. WTI is still a potential EJ site (based on EJI criteria 2,as I explained to
gary Victorine and he included this in his letter of JAn 21--Harriet Croke to Ed
Lim):

OHIO: Block group: minority and Low income; and 1,2, and 4 mile for low income
West Virginia: 1,2 and 4 mile for low income

pennsylvania: 2 and 4 mite for low income

Hejmadi (Marty) Prabhu

U. S. EPA Region 5

Waste Pesticides and Toxics Division

Waste Management Branch

Technical Support and Permits Section

Mail Code: DW-8]; Station 08139

77 West Jackson Blvd.

Chicago, IL 60604

Telephone: 312-886-1478
Fax: 312-353-4788
e-mail: prabhu.heimadi@epa.gov

To: Hejmadi Prabhu/R5/USEPA/US@EPA

From: Harriet Croke/R5/USEPA/US@EPA

Date: 01/21/2005 03:23PM

Subject: Fw: Renewal for Envirosafe Landfill in Oregon, Ohio

————— Forwarded by Harriet Croke/R5/USEPA/US on 01/21/2005 02:43PM -----
https://rSnotes3.105.epa.gov/mail/hprabhu nsf/bf8880e0c7d88dd686256164006¢048d/0357...  1/21/2003



Page 2 of 2-

To: Harriet Croke/R5/USEPA/US@EPA

From: Ed Lim <ed.lim@epa.state.oh.us>

Date: 01/21/2005 02:20PM

Subject: Renewal for Envirosafe Landfill in Oregon, Ohio

We are getting close to putting together the renewal package for

the

ESOI landfill...I think there is a joint permit compcnenet to
this (John

Gaitskill is the contact)...are vyou doing an EJ analysis on this
site?

Please advise..thanks, Fd L

https://rSnotes3 r05 epa.gov/mail/hprabhu.nsf/bf8880e0c7d88dd686256164006c048d/0357... 1/21/2005



EnviroMapper: Map Printing
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o United States _
w Environmenial Prolection Agency

EFA& does not quarantes the accuracy, completeness, o timeliness
of the informatior vy, and shall not be lable For any loss of injury
resulting from reliance upon the information shown.
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EnviroMapper: Map Printing
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EPA - Envirofacts Warehouse - FI1I Page 1 of 5

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Facility Registry System (FRS) | )

_ Recent Additions | Contact Us | Print Version — EF Search: ) G
§ A EPA Home > Envircfacts > FRS > Report

Facility Detail Report

FRS:
i Facility Name: |[ENVIROSAFE SERVICES OF OHIO INCORPORATED)]
| Location Address: il 876 OTTER CREEK RD. |

Supplemental Address: || l
City Name: ] OREGON [
| Siate | oH |
County Name: Il . LUCAS |
ZIP/Postal Code: | 436161200 |
| EPA Region: ] 05 |
Congressional Districl Number:|| 09
Legislative District Number: ||
[ HUC Code: I 04100010 |
[ Federal Facility: I NO |
| Tribal Land : I ]
| Latitude: I 41.66743 |
[ Longitude: I _ -83.468362 |
| Method: ADDRESS MATCHING-HOUSE NUMBER
[ Reference Point Description: PLANT ENTRANCE (GENERAL) |
[ Duns Number: I ' ]
| Registry ID: I _ 110000384352 ]

[ Report Facility Discrepancy |

http:/;. .pub.epa.gov/enviro/fii_query dtl.disp_program_facility?pgr._.ys_id_in=0HD045243706&pgm_sys acrnm_in=RCR... 12/,.,/2004



EPA -~ virofacts Warehouse - FII | : Page 2 of

[ Map this facility |

Environmental Interests

Information Information System L - ' Last Updated ([Supplemental Environmental
System D Environmental Inte@_@t.l.w;e Data Source Date interests:
"~ 1C15-05-1996-0640
FORMAL ENFORCEMENT
ACTION
IC1S-05-2001-0429
FORMAL ENFORCEMENT
ACTION
ICIS-05-1989-0092
ICIS 29377 FORMAL ENFORCEMENT IcIS 11/13/2001 || FORMAL ENFORCEMENT
ACTION
ACTION
IGIS-05-1987-0339
FORMAL ENFORCEMENT
ACTION
IC1S-05-1985-0064
FORMAL ENFORCEMENT
ACTION
NCDB 105#1 989011 180HO21 | ~oMp|IANCE ACTIVITY NCDB
HAZARDOUS AIR
NEI NEIOHT3$5876 POLLUTANTS INVENTORY NEI
RCRA.OHD045243706
HAZARDOUS WASTE
PROGRAM
OH-CORE 27256 STATE MASTER OH-CORE -0448020066
AIR MAJOR
TRIS-43616NVRSF8760T
TRI REPORTER -
| PCS OH0053864 [ NPDESNON-MAJOR | NPDES PERMIT |[ 02/28/1994 || [
RBLC || 3205 | AIR MAJOR I RBLC I |
HAZARDOUS WASTE
RCRAINFO OHD045243706 L REPORIER RCRAINFO 07/26/2002
RCRAINFO OHD045243706 LQG || NOTIFICATION Il 4a/14/1006
(RCRA)
I 1T 1t 1T 1T 1 ]

hitp://oaspub.epa.gov/enviro/fii_query_dtl.disp_program_facility?pgm sys id_in=0HD045243706&pgm_sys_actnm_in=RCR... 12/28/2004




=

EPA - Envirofacts Warchouse - FII

Page 3 of 5

RCRAINFO OHD045243706 TRANSPORTER NOT(gé%ﬁ\T)'ON 08/14/1996
RCRAINFO OHD045243706 TSD NOTIFICATION" | 8/4 411906
(RCRA)
TRIS 43616NVRSF8760T TRI REPORTER TRi REEQST‘NG 06/27/2001
Facility Mailing Addresses
| Affiliation Type I Delivery Point || city Name|[State|[Postal Code|lInformation System|

[FACILITY MAILING ADDRESS|[876 OTTER CREEK RD. [OREGON [[OH

|l43616-1200 ||[TRIS

[FACILITY MAILING ADDRESS][876 OTTER CREEK ROAD _|lOREGON  |[OH

436161200 |[[RCRAINFO

[OWNER |[1155 BUSINESS CENTER DR|JHORSHAM|[PA  |[190443454 |[RCRAINFO ]

[OWNER “|l876 OTTER CREEK ROAD _ [[TOLEDO |[OH_|[43624 [PCs ]
[PRIMARY MAILING ADDRESS][876 OTTER CREEK ROAD _ JJOREGON |[OH ][43616 PCS -
[REGULATORY CONTAGT  ||4350 NAVARRE AVE - JOREGON -||[OH ||4368167571 ||RCRAINFO i

NAICS Codes

Data Source|[NAICS Code||Description |[Primary|[Report Discrepancyl|
C_Nel || se2 | I Repon |
[RCRAINFO|[ 562211 |[HAZARDOUS WASTE TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL. | ‘Report
[RCRAINFO || 562212 || SOLID WASTE LANDFILL. I Report

SIC Codes

[Data Source|[SIC Code|[Description

||Primary|Report Discrepancy]

[ NEl | 4953 || REFUSE SYSTEMS I ]|  Report ]
icis || 4953 || REFUSE SYSTEMS | Report 1
RBLC || 4953 | REFUSE SYSTEMS | Report |

l

http:/. spub.epa.gov/enviro/fii_query_dtl.disp_program_facility?pgu._sys_id_in=OHD045243706&pgm_sys_acmm_in=RCR... 12,.../2004



| EPA - "virofacts Warehouse - FlII « Page 4 of 5

| TrRIS || 4953 | REFUSE SYSTEMS | l Report |
[ Pcs || 4959 |[SANITARY SERVIGES, NOT ELSEWHERE CLASSIFIED| [ Report
[ OH-CORE ][ 7389 |[BUSINESS SERVICES, NOT ELSEWHERE CLASSIFIED|| I Report
[ icis || 8999 | SERVICES, NOT ELSEWHERE CLASSIFIED | | Report 1
| ncoB | bP | - | I L Report |
Contacts
|Affiliation Type |Eull Name |[Office Phone [Information System|[Mailing Address|[Report Discrepancy]
[ COGNIZANT OFFICIAL |[JAMES HAMILTON, PRES ][ 4192555100 JPCS ~ i Il Report |
[ PUBLIC CONTACT I “JRBLC Tl ] Report |
[REGULATORY CONTACT|[ KENNETH L HUMPHREY ][4196983500246][RCRAINFO I view || Report ]
Organizations
[Affiliation Type|[Name [DUNS Number]information System|{Mailing Address|[Report Discrepancy|
[ OWNER || ENVIROSAFE SERVICES OF OHIO || [PCs T View [ Report |
[ OWNER _|[ENVIROSAFE SERVICES OF OHIO N || OH-CORE [ ' | Report |
[ OWNER |[ENVIROSOURCE TECHNOLOGIES INC]| J[RCRAINFO 1l View Report |
[ OWNER |[ENVIROSOURCE TECHNOLOGIES INC|| l|oR-CORE 1 Report |

Alternative Names

lAiternative Name |
[ ENVIROSAFE SERVICES OF OHIO |
[ ENVIROSAFE SERVICES OF CGOHIO |
[ENVIROSAFE SERVICES OTTER CREEK RD|

Query executed on: DEC-28-2004

kitp://oaspub.epa.gov/enviro/fil_query dtl.disp_program facility?pgm_sys_id in=OHD045243706&pgm_sys_acrnm_in=RCR... 12/28/2004



PA - Envirofacts Warehouse - FII Page 5 of 5

EPA Home | Privacy and Security Notice | Contact Us

Last updated on Tuesday, December 28th, 2004
hitp://caspub.epa.govienviro/fii_guery_dil.disp_program_facility

http://« spub.epa.gov/enviro/fii_query_dtl.disp program_facility?pgn._sys_id_in=OHD045243706&pgm_sys_acrmm_in=RCR... 12../2004



John Gaitskill /R5/USEPA/US To Hejmadi Prabhu/R5/USEPA/US@EPA

12/07/2004 04:21 PM cc

bce
Subject EJ for ESOIE]
Greetings,

Please prepare the EJ analysis for Envirosafe Services of Ohio OHD 045 243 706. OEPA may be ready
to do the public notice in a few weeks.

THanks
John 66795



Form for Bringing New (Never Catalogued) RCRA Files
to the Region 5 RCRA Records Center

. Today's Date: 3/{/%//};“

Your nam.e: %% é/ﬂ/ﬁ’% |  Phone: é”ijg;

, | 7 -
it tome: @””f’fg’é x/é}%

Site EPA ID Number: 4%& - (f ;/;/j 4/3 % é

Type(s) of documents: .
RCRACARFA ~  RCRA enforcement

RCRA CA RF] " RCRA permit v ;’Qﬁ‘gﬂ%{%‘é/é-’fe
RCRA CA CMS TSCA spili cleanup '
--RCRA CA CMI Other {describe):
Quantity of documents: # of boxes: ’6 #of folders: ;( ‘
fs any infbrmation sensitive or FO!A—_exempt? Yes No
[f yes, why is it sensitive/FOlA-exempt?
e_ RCRA CB]

» Attorney-client privilege records for an on-going EPA legal action
e __Attorney work product for an on-geing EPA legal action
Would reveal EPA’s internal deliberations for an on-going legal action __
‘s Contains personal privacy info (e.g. SSN, home address, or medical info)

= Related to an ongoing civil or criminal investigation
¢ Couldidentity a confidentizal source

-

= Would reveal EPA law enforcement technigues or procedures

PIEASE SEGREGATE ANY SENSITIVE/EXEMPT INFORMATION
AND IDENTIFY IT AS SUCH.

Can documents go straight to the Federal Record Center (archives)? Yes _ No
(Documents can be recalled from FRCin 48-72 hours) .-

revised September 26, 2016



city oF OREGON oHio

5330 SEAMAN ROAD « OREGON, OHIO 43616-2608

AR I _ KENNETH J. FILIPIAK, Gity Administrator
N EFERENWRE - Office: (419) 698-7095
ELEIWYIE N Fax: (419) 691-0241

- PAUL S. GOLDBERG, Law Director
MAY < 4 2() Office: (419) 471-0006
* Fax: (419) 479-3960

Mr. Christopher Lambesis

Region 5

United States Environmental Protection Agency
77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, lllinois 60604-3590

Re: Envirosafe Proposed Permit Modification
to Cut Ground Water Monitoring Frequency

Dear Mr. Lambesis:

The City of Oregon, in the strongest possible terms, opposes Envirosafe
Services of Ohio’s proposed permit modification to cut its ground water monitoring from
four times per year to two times per year. This is the second time that Envirosafe has
proposed this reduction in testing. (Since the original Part B, Envirosafe continues to
request modifications that reduce cost at the expense of environmental protection.) .
Oregon instead urges the agency to up grade the ground water system to meet the
ground water protection standard. We attach our earlier letter and comments opposing
the reduction in testing and incorporate them herein.

The ground water monitoring system is our first line of defense against the
5,000,000,000 pounds of toxic waste buried at the Envirosafe site. Because this
hazardous waste facility is in the Lake Erie watershed, this early warning system could
not be more critical. The four time a year federal testing has been crucial to the system.
The first reported positive wells—and later additional wells—were identified during the
periods Envirosafe proposes to eliminate.

TREE CITY USA



Mr. Christopher Lambesis
May 17, 2001
Page 2 of 4

Oregon bases its comments upon a review by our consultant Dr. Alison
Spongberg of the University of Toledo. Dr. Spongberg teaches courses in geology,
hydrogeology, and landfills. Dr. Spongberg opposes the reduction in ground water
monitoring from four times per year to two times per vear. Her essential reason for
doing so is the flow pattern at the site. The pumping at BP creates a yearly cycle that
even causes a reversal in flow so that “up gradient” is not constant. At other times the
bedrock aquifer is nearly stagnant.

The US EPA’s Ground Water Task Force studied this issue and reached the
conclusion that semi-annual sampling was not adequate. In its 1986 report, the Task
Force concluded that:

The proposed semi-annual monitoring frequency for contaminants is
unacceptable and should be increased {o at least quarterly. (At page 9,
extract of report attached.)

The Task Force was specifically concerned about the affects of the BP pumping.’

Envirosafe has shown no reason to change the US EPA Task Force's
recommendation that “at least quarterly” monitoring is necessary. Instead, the facts
today compel quarterly sampling. Today we know that the site is leaking and there are
many confirmed positive wells. The facts demonstrate that quarterly monitoring is
effective and needed. Again, it is the federal four times a year sampling that detected
the spread of contamination.

Upgrades are needed in the monitoring system. Envirosafe continues to insist
that the site’s clays are “10 to the minus 7”. But, at the same time Envirosafe reports
confirmed contamination in the shallow and deep wells beneath the Lacustrine and
shallow till formations. Dr. Spongberg points out that the contamination could not reach
these depths under the geologic conditions Envirosafe claims. Instead the pattern of
known contamination at these depth is consistent with more rapid movement through
the geologic layers; for example, through fractures and irregularities.

Dr. Spongberg states that there is good reason 1o expect that the deep till will
also allow migration again through similar fractures and other geologic irregularities.
The Ohio Academy of Science recently ran a special issue devoted o fractures in Ohio
clay tills®. This study concluded that every clay {ill studied in Ohio has such fractures.
This means that increased scrutiny of the deep aquifer at this site is imperative.

' Because of the BP pumping effects, the Task Force also recommended at least monthly sampling for
flow direction: “Due to the low ground water flow gradient, the recent seasonal variations in ground water
flow directions, and the effects of the Standard Oil Company’s pumping on ground water flow directions,
the determination of the ground water flow direction should be monthly at a minimum.”

? We are obtaining an additional copy of this report and will forward it to you shortly.



Mr. Christopher Lambesis
May 17, 2001

Page 3 of 4

Already, the same compounds found in the shallow and deep wells have been
initially detected in the bedrock wells in the same well clusters. Dr. Spongberg’s review
indicates that weaknesses in the R-well system likely mask the true extent of potential
contamination in the deep aquifer: As discussed in our earlier comments and
supplemented here:

1.

5.

6.

The R-wells are screened too deep in the aguifer. The R-wells are not
screened at the aquifer surface, but at much deeper depths. This means
that:

(a) any dissolved contamination is diluted by the aquifer before reaching
the screened depths;

{b) any immiscible floating contaminants would not be recovered from the
well. This defeats the “early” waming function of the system.

The R-wells are screened over too long a depth again causing dilution.

The screening problems are made worse by the artificial BP draw down®.
This draw down may pull-off the upper most waters (those that first receive
contamination) toward BP before reaching the screen in the well. In short,
BP’s pumping cycle can both pull-off the contamination before the upper
waters reach the screen and create a dilution effect

Currently Envirosafe does not immediately take “confirming” samples after
an initial positive. Instead, it takes the “confirming samples™ months after
the initial positive. This almost certainly causes either the initial or the
confirming samples or both to be taken when the diluting effects of BP and
the screening effects are pronounced. (Envirosafe's statistical consultant
stated that retests must be immediate fo be valid.)

More R-wells, particularly along the northern portion of the site, are needed.

Additional chemical parameters must be added to the monitoring list.

Additional improvements, to include ringing the units with wells, are discussed in cur
earlier letter.

° The BP well draw down is described in the 1986 US EPA Ground Water Task Force Report. Itis also
discussed in the groundwater section of the Part B. However, there is no discussion of the screening of
the R-wells to take account of this effect. We would also note that Lake Erie fluctuations can affect the R-
wells and this too is not addressed.



Mr. Christopher Lambesis
May 17, 2001
Page 4 of 4

Oregon urges the US EPA to assess these deficiencies. Under the groeund water
protection standard, Envirosafe is to notify the US EPA of any deficiencies in its ground
water monitoring system and to seek appropriate permit changes. Envirosafe’s failure
to notify the US EPA of deficiencies and required modifications is a violation of the
standard. Also, the US EPA itself may initiate permit modifications to insure that the
ground water monitoring system achieves the purposes of the standard.

It is also apparent that ESOl's time of travel study presents the rosiest scenario.
But, even Envirosafe’s time of travel numbers show that contamination reaching the
groundwater will quickly travel off-site. That is because the point of compliance and the
property boundary are one and the same. (At the permit, hearing Oregon noted that the
set-back for a McDonald’s is greater than the set-back for waste placement at ESOI).
Worse, the time of iravel numbers are far too low and do not reflect flow times through
fractures, geclogic irregularities such as sand seams, or the actual impact of BP on the
shallow portion of the aquifer. As just one example, no time of travel numbers are given
for the sand wells or other sand seams.

in sum, this is not a time to cut back on groundwater monitoring. Envirosafe is
bordered in part by Otter Creek, an important feeder water and water shed of i_ake Erie.
Our region experiences wide variances in its water table complicated by the BP draw
down, about one block away. Oregon requests that the US EPA continue to require
quarterly monitoring and to conduct an assessment of the screening levels and the
number of wells. It is time to focus our efforts to get a complete, accurate picture of the
spread of contamination particularly in the deep aquifer.

Sincerely,
@}%’Wm A M&‘» byt

Mayor James A. Haley

cc: H. Croke
T. Matheson
J. Bates
L. Keiffer
S. Isenberg
A. Spongberg
S. Bihn
P. Goldberg
T. Hays
Oregon Public Library

(C:\My Documents\OREGOMESONGROUMD WATER Monitoring Commentis.doc)
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REGIONS
230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST.
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Edward Kitchen, Manager
Surveillance % Enforcement Section
Division of Solid and Hazardous

’1 Haste Management
Ohia Environmental Protection Agency
P.0,2Box 1049
Co?umbus, Ohio 43216-1049

Re: Fondessy Enterprises, Inc.
Task Force Report

ptection Agency's Hazardous Waste Ground Water Task Force entitlied

ndeater. Evaluation Fondessy Enterprises, Inc., Oregon, Ohio®. The

3 ‘is—:;dc:ument was greatly appreciated. If you have any q::estions,

oseph ¥, Boyle, Regien V Contact
azardous Haste Groundwater Task Force

-tin.c‘iasure

e: " fTim Keichbaum (w/enclosure)
Chuck Hall {w/enclosure)




UNITED STATES ENVIROMMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
HAZARDOUS WASTE GROUND WATER TASK FORCE

- GROUND WATER EVALUATION
FONDESSY ENTERPRISES, INC.
OREGON, OQHIO
DECEMBER 1986

JOSEPH J. FREDLE
PROJECT COORDINATOR

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION V
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DIVISION
EASTERN DISTRICT OFFICE
WESTLAKE, OHIC.



FIGURE 3
PAST WASTE DISPOSAL ACTIVITIES
FONDESSY ENTERPRISES, INC.
OREGON, OHWIO
JARUARY, 1986
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fé “ne waterlines, and cell I is located to the south. The arrangement of the
e

zgste management cells to the north and south of the waterlines creates a

gorridor for an on-site roadway.

s SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
.!n

{, Compliance with Interim Status Ground HWater Monitoring Reguirements ~
~~ 40 CFR 265 Subpart F

The interim status- Ground Water Monitoring System has changed signif-
{cantly since 1its inception in 1982. Changes in the designation of certain
walls have complicated the analysis of historical data from these wei]s, There
nas also been & change in the ground water flow direction designation. OJther
ghanges have involved improvements, such as the addition of more wells in the
monitoring system, wnich are generality better constructed and more strategicalily
lecated. The Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) has changed frequently and has
been under continuous development. DOue to these- changes, insufficient infor-

. mation exists tg perform more than a few statistical analyses to determine

sfgnificant differences between upgradient and downgradient wells. Background

ground water guality data for radium-226, radium-228 and TOC may be suspect due

to the unacceptabie performance evaiuation resuits of the laboratories useﬁ to

6%32a1yze these parameters for FEI and deficiencies within tﬁ;hzhain—of»custbdy

’?procedures at their radiclogical lahoratory, The SAP shdu]d be updated to
include the recommendations listed in Section IT.D.5 of this report.

Downgradient bedrock welis are separated by as much as 700 feet. The Task

~ %0 decrease the d0wngradientrspacing along the point of compliance,

The till zonés under the facility are considered by the Task Force to be
_Preferential pathways for contaminant migration. It is recommended that the
gi?onitorfng of these zones be included in the 40 C?R Part 265 ground water

R
L

!

t

~ Monitoring system for this facility.

Force recommends that additional wells be added to the bedrock monitoring system
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5, Ground Water Monitoring Program Proposed for RCRA Permit

FEI proposed in 2 February 20, 1986, revised Part B appii;ation to monitor
the bedrock as the uppermost aquifer, and the Lacustrine/Upper Till contact
and upper Till/Lower Till contact through a leak detection system of wells.
The Task Force fully agrees with monitoring of these zones. The shallow
zones are considered by the Task Force to be preferential pathways for
contaminant migratiaon. FEl contends that the dolomite and limestone bedrock,
principally the Greenfield and Lockport formations, are the uppermost aquifer
under the facility. The zones identified by the Task Force as pathways of
migration, in addition to the bedrock, are the Lacustrine, Lacustrine/Upper
Ti11 contact, and the Upper Till/Lower Till contact. The Task Force reviewed
BEI's proposal and has the following recommendations:

- The Task Force recommends that monitoring of zones, other than bedrock,
be implemented as scon as possible and agrees that they be included in the
RCRA permit monitoring system. The Task Force also recommends that the
analytical results of samples from these shallow zones be evaluated to identify
contamination and yround water degradation.

- The point of compliance should be at the downgradient limit of the
hazardous waste wmanagement area. FEI's proposed point of compliance is
generally aleng the northern and eastern property boundary. However, the
downgradient 1imit of future ¢ell M is distant and upgradient from other waste
management units and the point of compliance. The Task-Force recommends that
the downgradient limit of future disposal cells be included in the monitoring
Sysiem.

- The rationale for the horjzontal spacing of downgradient bedrock wells and
all shaltow till wells should be included in the Part B application.. It is
recommended by the Task Force that additional downgradient bdedrock wells be
installed. It is also recommended that additional shallow till wells be
installed to circumscribe all waste management units.

.~ -Due to the low ground water flow gradient, the recent seasonal variations
1A ground water flow directions, and the effects of the Standard 041 Company's
Pumping on ground water flow directions, the determination of the ground water

#ow direction should be monthly at a minimum.



;m The proposed statistical evaluation to be used in determining ~ the
i {ficant differences between individual upgradient and.- downgradient wells
qong the point of compliance is inappropriate. Another method must be proposed.

b2 _ The proposed semiannual monitoring frequency for contaminants is unaccep-
+aple and should be increased to at least quarterly. Also, the list of waste
“eonstituents to be analyzed should be expanded, as stated in Section II.D.4.d.
iﬁﬁ~this report. Detection Timits for the chosen waste constituents need to be

sspecified.
" . The extent of past solid waste disposal activities at the northern boundary

of Landfill Area 1 is not clearly defined. The Task Force recommends that the
extent of past solid waste disposal activities be clearly defined.

- The effect of the proposed construction of the Millard Road overpass at
the northern boundary of the facility is as yet unknown. The Task Force
recommends that the Ohio EPA, and USEPA and the facility monitor any developments

in this area.

3. Task Force Sampling and Monitoring Data Analysis

During the inspection, Task Force personnel collected samples from six
bedrock wells, thirteen shallow Lacustrine wells, ten deep tif1 wells, two
watar line trenches and two leachate sumps. The purpose of this sampling was
to determine if any hazardous waste constituents or other indicators of
contamination could be found in the ground water at the FEI site. One problem
the Task Force encountered in making this determination was that many of the
wells were slow producing. Sixteen of the twenty-thﬁggﬂﬁeep tiil and shallow
Lacustrine wells did not produce enough water to samp;é for a full set of Task
Force parameters. Thus, gaps exist in the Task Force data. The facility's
past monitoring data were also reviewed for this evaluation. The Task Force
review of these data produced the following findings and recommendations:
. =~ The Task Force data show 8.3 ppb of PCB's in upgradient well R6., It
1S recommmended that the source of the PCB's be further investigated and that
T0X results from this bedrock aquifer be tracked closely during interim
Status monitoring.

- The Task Force data from the shallow Tacustrine wells show 17 ppb of 1,1-
dichloroethane in well F2s and 15 ppb of 1-formyl-2-piperidinecarboxylic acid

n well SpG-2. It is recommended that additional monitoring of this zone begin
immediately in order to establish the source of the detected constituents.

(Y



¥ _ The Task Force data from the deep till wells show 0.58 ppb of 4,4'-00T
=in well Fld and 13 ppb of 2-methy]-cyclopentanone in well Mdd. It is recommended
“}hgt additional monitoring of this zone begin immediately in . order to.establish
ﬁfﬁe source of the detected constituents.

-

§§;7' The Task Force did not find any indication of contamination in the water-
Jine trenches.

4, Compliance with Superfund Offsite Policy

Under current EPA policy, if an offsite TSDF is to be used for land
disposal of waste from a Superfund financed cieanup of & CERCLA site, the TSDF
must be in compliance with the applicabie technical requirements of RCRA.
interim status facilities must have adeguate monitoring data to assess whether
the facility poses a threat tc ground water. The Task Force identified some
econcerns in the ground water monitoring system at FEI, as described above. The
Regional Administrator of USEPA Region V shouid take these concerns, and any
corrective actions taken by the facility, into consideration when determining

compliance with this policy.

10
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JAMES A. MHALEY, MAYOR

PLONE: (410) 698-7045
FAX:  (419) 691-0241 ‘ May 30, 2000

Thomas Matheson

Project Coordinatar

Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division
USEPA Region V

77 West Jackson Blvd., DW-8J
Chicago, IL 60604

Re: Comments on Proposed Class 2 Permit Modification to
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc. Federal Permit Proposing
to Change from Quarterly to Semi-annuat Groundwater Testing

Dear Mr. Matheson:

The City of Oregon, in the strongest possible terms, opposes the reduction
in groundwater monitoring from quarterly to semi-annually. The change by
Envirosafe would cut the groundwater monitoring program from four times a year
to twice a year.

The Envirosafe’s hazardous waste landfills are located in the Lake Erie
watershed, about one-mile from Lake Erie. At this site, over four billion
(4,000,000,000) pounds of the most toxic industrial waste are buried. Each vear
industry in Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia and other states ship 400,000,000 (four
hundred million) pounds of these toxic chemicals into our community. The
potential for harm to the L.ake Erie Basin's environment from these chemicals is
beyond calculation.

The ground wells around this site provide our first line of defense
operating as an “early warning” system. From at least 1988 until 1997,
Envirosafe reported no contamination in these wells. But a separate
investigation by the USEPA in 1996 and 1997 showed highly toxic chemicals like
benzene in the groundwater. At the same time a lawsuit by Oregon and Lucas
County uncovered toxic chemicals in groundwater testing by Envirosafe.

TREE CITY USA



Thomas Matheson
May 30, 2000
Page 2

Oregon has followed the groundwater issue in great detail and has
retained leading scientists to evaluate these key groundwater issues. QOur
comments here are built upon the earlier reports by Dr. Kirk Cameron, Dr. Alison
Spongberg, Certified Health Physicist (CHP) Andrew Karam, and Dr. Rakesh
Govind.

Attached is a short update by Dr. Spongberg that opposes this change.
‘Our early correspondence to the USEPA on groundwater also covers many
issues involved in the proposed permit modification. We incorporate these
reports and correspondence by reference here. We specifically incorporate by
reference the comments made at the USEPA public information meeting on May
17, 2000 which also involved the ground water program and our comment letter
on that modification. (That modification proposed to drop key monitoring
parameters from the permit.)

Our additional comments follow. Please, contact Sandy Bihn at
(419) 698-7030 if you have any questions or would like further information.

Very truly yours,

o b

Mayor James A. Haley
TRH/JAH/bam
Enclosure

cc.  Paul S. Goldberg, Law Director
Sandy Bihn, Finance Director
Thomas R. Hays
Sandy Isenberg, President Lucas County Commissioners
Julia R. Bates, Lucas County Prosecutor
Shannon Nabors, OEPA
Christopher Jones, Director CEPA
Oregon Pubiic Library



Additional Comments By the City of Oregon
On Envirosafe’s Proposed Permit Modification
From Quarterly to Semi-annual Ground Water Monitoring

1. In the mid-1980's the USEPA conducted an extensive review of the
groundwater at Envirosafe. A scientific panel examined these issues. After
careful consideration, the panel recommended quarterly sampling instead of the
semi-annual testing proposed. (The state of Ohio requires only semi-annual
testing.) The need for quarterly sampling is apparent. Beginning with 1997,
Envirosafe has reported contamination in wells during federal testing that did not
show up in the state testing. The facts show that during the two quarteriy
federal-alone testing periods:

e Different wells showed toxic contamination which did not
appear in the state semi-annual testing

¢ In these wells additional toxic poliutants were found in the
groundwaters.

Thus the scientific review panel and the agency's decision to require four times a
year sampling are demonstrated to be necessary. There have been no changes
that would justify reversing this recommendation and decision.

2. Envirosafe states that the groundwater doesn’t move very much.
Therefore, they argue, if the groundwater doesn’t move then the same
contaminants will be there whether they test the wells four times a year or two
times a year. The facts contradict the Envirosafe assumptions and arguments.
Instead the facts above show that additional adversely affected wells and
pollutants are found during the federal-alone testing.

3. Envirosafe’s arguments are extremely weak if we look at the bedrock
aquifer. We find that the conditions each quarter vary greatly. BP pumps huge
volumes of water during the late spring and summer months. This creates a
significant draw down of the bedrock aquifer. Once the pumping ceases in the
fall the levels in the aguifer increase. In fact, the groundwater flow sometimes
reverses. Finally, the bedrock aquifer becomes very slow moving. The cycle
then repeats. This alone is one excellent reason why quarterly sampling was
necessary and remains necessary. Nothing Envirosafe argues now was not
known during the original decision—what is known is that the quarterly federal
system finds additional contamination that the state system does not.




4. There is no longer a debate that the site is leaking. The leaks have
already reached the lower tills. Dr. Spongberg points out that this could not
occur if the geology is as Envirosafe argues. (Envirosafe has argued that these
clays are extremely tight and the movement of contaminants to this level would
take hundreds of years.) The Ohio Department of Natural Resources opposed
granting the permit for this site because of geologic concerns with the clays. Dr.
Spongberg points out that irregularities in the clay layers (sand lenses,
microfractures) must be at work. The Envirosafe proposal relies on its flawed
geologic assumptions.

5. The groundwater data shows indications that contamination is
beginning to reach the R or bedrock wells. This is a time for heightened, not
lessened, scrutiny. We believe that the critical issue now is how to better detect
and defend this aquifer. The program must be upgraded to meet the
groundwater protection standard. These additional safeguards to meet this
standard include:

» Additional R-wells along the northern border

¢ The current R-wells are screened over a long distance. Much
tighter screen intervals on the R-wells are required so that only
the upper most portion of the aquifer is sampled. This may
require some R-wells for the time when the aquifer is at its
highest level and the groundwater most stagnant

e Additional wells to ring each cell

= Additionai parameters (We incorporate our comments in our
other letter of this date herein.)
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Sandy, sorry I've besn aut of touch. Tha end of the tenure process was hectic, bui
T hope that mcans things will slow down & little bit, but [ doubt it,
My biggest concerns when it comes ta reduced sampling is that it always ends up
with reduced confidcnce in anything you try (o use the data for. Neither side would cver

be able to arrive at 2 convincing argument as to whether there is any contamination

I wre sucoesafi]

reiesses. Bspecially in the case of a landfill where the watcr table can be relatively flat
fnr pqtmm of the year, followed by a period of purnping off-site which causes the flow
to veer towsards the purnping station. A flat water table is analogous to 2 stagnant pool
and if thers was a chemical accurnulating in that water the data at one or two wells
nearest the release might detect it. But with the pumping activity, you might sxpect that
stagnent pool ta be fTushed in the direction of the pumping station. Depcnding on when
the sampling times are relative to that pumping the same wells might not have clevated

copcmrtrations s wien the water table was flat. And the increased flow rates: might
reu'ultzmme criginal well with exceedances (or just elevated levels) looking 'clean’
duping this pumping phase. Thet variation might be due to the changs in water velocity
and direction, and not necessarily to aclivities at the landfill. If you need to establish high
chemicel concentrutions in consecutive sampling times, this will be virtually impossibie
with only two sempling times per year at this partzcular landfill

The existing dats indicate that ne true ‘background® wells actuelly exist and the
best monitoring method is to look for increascs in chemical concentrations within a
specific well over time. For this type of information to be useful, four sampling times per
year would be a minimurm to give statistical copfidence in the results. [ this raspect you
might be able to isolats the variations due to the pumping {fom what would be coasidersd
more ‘nommnal’ data, I assume everyons invelved would really like to know as
unambiguously as possible what is happening bencath that Jandfill. Twu sammpling times
per year may save a little money on sampiing, but the data will be vague and

incenclusive.
Respectfully,

.

o ﬁ‘; s
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LinDA J. FURNEY

Qhio Senate
11th District
Lucas County (part) .
APR 0 v 2001 |
' M
March 29, 2001 W OHRVI PERMIT SECTION - s

aste, Pestrcrd!es & Toxtes Division

U.S. EPa .
Christopher Lambesis REGION 5

Permit Writer/ Environmental Specialist
US EPA R5 (DW-8])

77 W. Jackson Blvd.

Chicago, IL 60604

Dear Mr. Lambesis:

As State Senator for the 11" Senatorial district, T am writing to request an extension on
the comment period for the Class 2 modification for Envirosafe Services Part B Permit.
Due to the complexity of the ground water monitoring system, I would like to see the
comment period extended from 60 days to 90 days.

Thank you for your cooperation. If I can answer any questions or provide further
comment on this extension, please do not hesitate to call my office.

LINDA J. FURNEY
Senator, District 11

LIF/arh
Ohio Senate Home Office Amanda Hoyt Committeas
Senate Office Building 2626 Latonia Blvd. Legislative Aide Education
Columbus, OH 43216 Toledo, OH 43606 Laurie J. Helzer Economic Development,
514-485.4120 . e ot Highways Spd Transporiation
-466- ax s
1-800-282-0253 Toll Free Carolyn Hippensteel State and Local Government

Administrative Assistant
E-Mall: Furneyoffice @ maild.sen.state.oh.us

and Veterans Affairs
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CITY OF OPPORTUNITY =i P KENNETH J. FILIPIAK, City Administrator
r "“ I5 (P [E ‘[| /= e Office: (419) 698-7095
Y)W 51 Y IE \ | | J Fax: (419) 691-0241

MAY 2 92 200 — PAUL S. GOLDBERG, Law Director
MAY < & 2001 Office: (419) 471-0006
Fax: (419) 479-3960

May 17, 2001

Mr. Christopher Lambesis

Region 5

United States Environmental Protection Agency
77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, lllinois 60604-3590

Re: Envirosafe Proposed Permit Modification
to Cut Ground Water Monitoring Frequency

Dear Mr. Lambesis:

The City of Oregoen, in the strongest possible terms, opposes Envirosafe
Services of Ohio’s proposed permit modification to cut its ground water monitoring from
four times per year to two times per year. This is the second time that Envirosafe has
proposed this reduction in testing. (Since the original Part B, Envirosafe continues to
request modifications that reduce cost at the expense of environmental protection.) .
QOregon instead urges the agency to up grade the ground water system to meet the
ground water protection standard. We attach our earlier letter and comments opposing
the reduction in testing and incorporate them herein.

The ground water monitoring system is our first line of defense against the
5,000,000,000 pounds of toxic waste buried at the Envirosafe site. Because this
hazardous waste facility is in the Lake Erie watershed, this early warning system could
not be more critical. The four time a year federal testing has been crucial to the system.
The first reported positive wells—and later additional wells—were identified during the
periods Envirosafe proposes to eliminate.

TREE CITY L5A



Mr. Christopher Lambesis
May 17, 2001
Page 2 of 4

Oregon bases its comments upon a review by our consuitant Dr. Alison
Spongberg of the University of Toledo. Dr. Spongberg teaches courses in geology,
hydrogeology, and landfills. Dr. Spongberg opposes the reduction in ground water
monitoring from four times per year to two times per year. Her essential reason for
doing so is the flow pattern at the site. The pumping at BP creates a yearly cycle that
even causes a reversal in flow so that “up gradient” is not constant. At other times the
bedrock aquifer is nearly stagnant.

The US EPA's Ground Water Task Force studied this issue and reached the
conclusion that semi-annual sampling was not adequate. In its 1986 report, the Task
Force conciuded that:

The proposed semi-annual monitoring frequency for contaminants is
unacceptable and should be increased to at least quarterly. (At page 9,
extract of report attached.)

The Task Force was specifically concerned about the affects of the BP pumping.

Envirosafe has shown no reason to change the US EPA Task Force’s
recommendation that “at least quarteriy” monitoring is necessary. Instead, the facts
today compel quarterly sampling. Today we know that the site is leaking and there are
many confirmed positive wells. The facts demonstrate that quarterly monitoring is
effective and needed. Again, it is the federal four times a year sampling that detected
the spread of contamination.

Upgrades are needed in the monitoring system. Envirosafe continues to insist
that the site’s clays are “10 to the minus 7”. But, at the same time Envirosafe reports
confirmed contamination in the shallow and deep wells beneath the Lacustrine and
shallow till formations. Dr. Spongberg points out that the contamination could not reach
these depths under the geologic conditions Envirosafe claims. Instead the pattern of
known contamination at these depth is consistent with more rapid movement through
the geologic layers; for example, through fractures and irregularities.

Dr. Spongberg states that there is good reason to expect that the deep till will
also allow migration again through similar fractures and other geologic irregularities.
The Ohio Academy of Science recently ran a special issue devoted to fractures in Ohio
clay tills®. This study concluded that every clay till studied in Ohio has such fractures.
This means that increased scrutiny of the deep aquifer at this site is imperative.

' Because of the BP pumping effects, the Task Force also recommended at least monthly sampling for
flow direction; “Due to the low ground water flow gradient, the recent seasonal variations in ground water
flow directions, and the effects of the Standard Oil Company's pumping on ground water flow directions,
the determination of the ground water flow direction should be monthly at a minimum.”

? \We are obtaining an additional copy of this report and will forward it to you shortly.



Mr. Christopher Lambesis
May 17, 2001

Page 3 of 4

Already, the same compounds found in the shallow and deep wells have been
initially detected in the bedrock wells in the same well clusters. Dr. Spongberg’s review
indicates that weaknesses in the R-well system likely mask the true extent of potential
contamination in the deep aquifer: As discussed in our earlier comments and
supplemented here:

1.

5.

8.

The R-welis are screened too deep in the aqguifer. The R-wells are not
screened at the aquifer surface, but at much deeper depths. This means
that:

(a) any dissolved contamination is diluted by the aquifer before reaching
the screened depths;

{b) ény immiscible floating contaminants would not be recovered from the
well. This defeats the “early” warning function of the system.

The R-wells are screened over too long a depth again causing dilution,

The screening problems are made worse by the artificial BP draw down®.
This draw down may pull-off the upper most waters (those that first receive
contamination) toward BP before reaching the screen in the weil. In short,
BP's pumping cycle can both pull-off the contamination before the upper
waters reach the screen and create a dilution effect

Currently Envirosafe does not immediately take “confirming” samples after
an initial positive. Instead, it takes the “confirming samples” months after
the initial positive. This almost certainly causes either the initial or the
confirming samples or both to be taken when the diluting effects of BP and
the screening effects are pronounced. (Envirosafe’s statistical consultant
stated that retests must be immediate to be valid.)

More R-wells, particularly along the northern portion of the site, are needed.

Additional chemical parameters must be added to the monitoring list.

Additional improvements, to include ringing the units with wells, are discussed in our
earlier letter.

3 The BP well draw down is described in the 1986 US EPA Ground Water Task Force Report. [t is also
discussed in the groundwater section of the Part B. However, there is no discussion of the screening of
the R-wells to take account of this effect. We would also note that Lake Erie fluctuations can affect the R-
wells and this too is not addressed.



Mr. Christopher Lambesis
May 17, 2001
Page 4 of 4

Oregon urges the US EPA to assess these deficiencies. Under the ground water
protection standard, Envirosafe is to notify the US EPA of any deficiencies in its ground
water monitoring system and to seek appropriate permit changes. Envirosafe's failure
to notify the US EPA of deficiencies and required modifications is a violation of the
standard. Also, the US EPA itself may initiate permit modifications to insure that the
ground water monitoring system achieves the purposes of the standard.

It is also apparent that ESOI's time of travel study presents the rosiest scenario.
But, even Envirosafe’s time of travel numbers show that contamination reaching the
groundwater will quickly travel off-site. That is because the point of compliance and the
property boundary are one and the same. (At the permit, hearing Oregon noted ihat the
set-back for a McDonald's is greater than the set-back for waste placement at ESOI).
Worse, the time of travel numbers are far too low and do not reflect flow times through
fractures, geologic irregularities such as sand seams, or the actual impact of BP on the
shallow portion of the aquifer. As just one example, no time of travel numbers are given
for the sand wells or other sand seams.

In sum, this is not a time to cut back on groundwater monitoring. Envirosafe is
bordered in part by Otter Creek, an important feeder water and water shed of Lake Erie.
Our region experiences wide variances in its water table complicated by the BP draw
down, about one block away. Oregon requests that the US EPA continue to require
quarterly monitoring and to conduct an assessment of the screening levels and the
number of wells. It is time to focus our efforts to get a complete, accurate picture of the
spread of contamination particularly in the deep aquifer.

Sincerely,
Anwas B
Mayor James A. Haley

TRt

ot H. Croke
T. Matheson
J. Bates
L. Keiffer
S. Isenberg
A. Spongberg
S. Bihn
P. Goldberg
T. Hays
Oregon Public Library

(C:\My Documents\OREGON\ESONGROUND WATER Monitoring Comments.doc)
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R -Ohfo Environmental Protection Agency
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Task Force Report

¢ Mr. Kitchen:

ﬁc1osed is 2 copy of a report prepared by the United States Environmental

eph M. Boyle, Reg1on V Contact
azardous Haste Groundwater Task Force

cc. fTim Krichbaum (w/enclosure)
. Chuck Hall (w/enclosure)
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he wateriines, and cell [ is located to the south. The arrangement of the

e management cells to the north and south of the wateriines creates a

wast
corridor for an on-site roadway.

8. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
a—.
1.

Compliance with Interim Status Ground Water Monitoring Reguirements -
80 CFR 265 Subpart F

The interim status Ground Water Monitoring System has changed signif-
jcantly since its inception in 1982. Changes in the designation of certain
wells have complicated the analysis of historical data from these wei}s. There
has also been a change in the ground water flow dffection designation. UOther
changes have involved improvements, such as the addition of more wells in the
monitoring system, which are generaily better constructed and more strategically
lecated. The Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) has changed frequently and has
been under continugous development. Due to these  changes, insufficient infor-
7 mation exists to perform more than e few statistical analyses to determine
§1gnif1cant differences between upgradient and downgradient wells. Background
ground water quality data for radium-226, radium-228 and TOC may be suspect due
Lo the unacceptable performance evaluation results of the laboratories used to
‘%gﬂalyze these parameters for FEI and deficiencies within tﬁgvzhain-of-custody
’?procedures at their rad{o1ogicaT' laboratory. The SAP shd]?d be updated to
include the recommendations listed in Section I1.D.5 of this report.

Downgradient bedrock weils are separated by as much as 700 feet. The Task

Force recommends that additional wells be added to the bedrock monitoring system

~to decrease the downgradient spacing along the point of compliance.
The til] zonés under the facility are considered by the Task Force to be
- Preferential pathways for contaminant migration. It is recommended that the

; :E?Oﬂ?tOPing of these zones be included in the 40 CFR Part 265 ground water

i Monitoring system for this facility.

)



Ground Water Monitoring Program Proposed for RCRA Permit

2.

Fe1 proposed in a February 20, 1986, revised Part B appli;ation to menitor
the bedrock as the uppermost aquifer, and the Lacustrine/lipper Till contact:
énd ypper Till/Lower Till comtact through a ieak detection system of wells,
The Task Force fully agrees with monitoring of these zones. The shallow
zones are considered by the Task Force to be preferential pathways for

contaminant migration. FEI contends that the dolomite and limestone bedrock,

principally the Greenfield and Lockport formaticns, are The uppermost aquifer
under the facility. The zonas identified by the Task Force as pathways of
migration, in addition to the bedrock, are the Lacustrine, Llacusirine/Upper
Ti11 contact, and the Upper Till/Lower Till contact. The Task Force reyiewed
REI's proposal and has the following recommendations:

- The Task Force recommends that monitoring of zones, other than bedrock,
be implemented as scon as pessible and agrees that they be included in the
RCRA permit monitoring system. The Task Force also recommends that the
analytical results of samples from these shallow zones be evaluated t¢ identify
contamination and yround water degradation.

- The point of compliance should Dbe at the downgradient limit of the
hazardous waste management area. FEl's proposed point of compliance 1is
generally aleng the northern and eastern property boundary. However, the
downgradient 1imit of future cell M is distant and upgradient from other waste
management units and the point of complianca. The Task-Force racommends that
the downgradient limit of future disposal cells b5e included in the monitaring
System, '

- The rationale for the horizontal spacing of downgradient bedrock wells and
all shallow 2711 wells should be included in the Part B application.. It is
recommended by the Task Force that additional downgradient dedrock wells be
installed. [t is also recommended that additional shallow till wells be
installed to circumscribe all waste management units. '

= Due to the Tow ground water flow gradient, the recent seasonal variations
in ground water flow directions, and the effects of the Standard 011 Company's
pumping on yround water fiow directions, the determination of the ground water

$low direction should be monthly at a minimum.



The proposed statistical evaluation to be used in determining ~ the
ignificant differences between individual upgradient and- downgradient wells
Faiong the point of compliance is inappropriate. Another method must be proposed.
5. . The proposed semiannual monitoring frequency for contaminants is unaccep-
;f@ﬂe and should be increased to at least quarterly. Also, the 1ist of waste
Teonstituents to be analyzed should be expanded, as stated in Section [I.D.4.d.

Fpt-this report. Detection Timits for the chosen waste constituents need to be

cgpecified.

. The extent of past solid waste disposal activities at the northern boundary
of Landfill Area 1 is not clearly defined. The Task Force recommends that the
extent of past solid waste disposal activities be clearly defined.

- The effect of the proposed construction of the Millard Road overpass at
¢he northern boundary of the facility is as yet unknown. The Task Force
recommends that the Ohio EPA, and USEPA and the facility monitor any developments

in this area.

3, Task Force Sampling and Monitoring Data Analysis

During the inspection, Task Force personnel collected samples from six
pedrock wells, thirteen shallow Lacustrine wells, ten deep tiﬂ wells, two
watar line trenches and two leachate sumps. The purpose of this sampling was
to determine if any hazardous waste constituents or other indicators of
contamination could be found in the ground water at the FEI size. One probiem
the Task Force encountered in making this determination was that many of the
wells were slow producing. Sixteen of the twenty-thr:—e?deep till and shallow
Lacustrine wells d.;'d not produce enough water to sampﬁ’q_e for a full set of Task
Force parameters. Thus, gaps exist in the ‘Task Force data. The facility's
past monitoring data were also reviewed for this evaluation. The Task Force
review of these data produced the following findings and recommendations:
. - The Task Force data show 8.3 ppb of PCB's in upgradient well R6. It
IS recommmended that the source of the PCB's be further investigated and that

T0X results from tnis bedrock aquifer be tracked closely during interim
Status monitoring.,

_ - The Task Force data from the shallow lacustrine wells show 17 ppb of 1,1-
dichlorgethane in well F2s and 15 ppb of 1-formyl-2-piperidinecarboxylic acid
In well SDG-2., It is recommended that additional monitoring of this zone begin
Immediately in order to =establish the source of the detected constituents.




The Task Force data from the deep till wells show 0.58 ppb of 4,4'-DDT
well Fld and 13 ppb of 2-methyl-cyclopentanone in well M4d., It is recommended
¢t additional monitoring of this zone begin immediately in . order to.establish
source of the detected constituents.

=in
jEhe
the
% . The Task Force did not find any indication of contamination in the water-
“Yine trenches.

3, Compliance with Superfund Offsite Policy

Under current EPA policy, if an offsite TSDF is to be used for land
disposal of waste from a Superfund financed cleanup of a CERCLA site, the TSDF
must be in compliance with the applicable technical requirements of RCRA.
interim status facilities must have adeguate monitoring data to assess whether
the facility poses a threat to ground water. The Task Force identified some
concerns in the ground water menitoring system at FEI, as described above. The
Regional Administrator of ‘USEPA Region V should take these cencerns, and any
corrective actions taken by the facility, into consideration when determining

compliance with this palicy.

10
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5330 SEAMAN ROAD » OREGON, OHIO 43616-2608

T CITY OF OPFORTUNITY

JAMES A, HALEY, MAYOR

PHONE: (419) 698-7045
FAX:  {419) 691-0241 | May 30, 2000

Thomas Matheson

Project Coordinator

Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division
USEPA Region V

77 West Jackson Bivd., DW-8J
Chicago, IL 60604

Re: Comments on Proposed Class 2 Permit Modification to
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc. Federal Permit Proposing
to Change from Quarterly to Semi-annual Groundwater Testing

Dear Mr. Matheson:

The City of Oregon, in the strongest possible terms, opposes the reduction
in groundwater menitoring from quarterly to semi-annually. The change by
Envirosafe would cut the groundwater monitoring program from four times a year
to twice a year.

The Envirosafe's hazardous waste landfills are located in the Lake Erie
watershed, about one-mile from Lake Erie. At this site, over four billion
(4,000,000,000) pounds of the most toxic industrial waste are buried. Each year
industry in Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia and other states ship 400,000,000 (four
hundred million) pounds of these toxic chemicals into our community. The
potential for harm to the Lake Erie Basin's environment from these chemicals is
beyond calculation.

The ground wells around this site provide our first line of defense
operating as an “early warning” system. From at least 1988 until 1997,
Envirosafe reported no contamination in these wells. But a separate
investigation by the USEPA in 1996 and 1997 showed highly toxic chemicals like
benzene in the groundwater. At the same time a lawsuit by Oregon and Lucas
County uncovered toxic chemicals in groundwater testing by Envirosafe.




Thomas Matheson
May 30, 2000
Page 2

Oregon has followed the groundwater issue in great detail and has
retained leading scientists to evaluate these key groundwater issues. Our
comments here are built upon the earlier reports by Dr. Kirk Cameron, Dr. Alison
Spongberg, Certified Health Physicist (CHP) Andrew Karam, and Dr. Rakesh
Govind.

Attached is a short update by Dr. Spongberg that opposes this change.
Qur early correspondence to the USEPA on groundwater also covers many
issues involved in the proposed permit modification. We incomorate these
reports and correspondence by reference here. We specifically incorporate by
reference the comments made at the USEPA pubiic information meeting on May
17, 2000 which also involved the ground water program and our comment letter
on that modification. {That modification proposed to drop key monitoring
parameters from the permit.)

QOur additional comments follow. Please, contact Sandy Bihn at
(419) 698-7030 if you have any questions or would like further information.

Very truly yours,

2 Do

Mayor James A. Haley
TRH/JAH/Mbam
Enclosure

cc:  Paul S. Goidberg, Law Director
Sandy Bihn, Finance Director
Thomas R. Hays
Sandy Isenberg, President Lucas County Commissioners
Julia R. Bates, LLucas County Prosecutor
Shannon Nabors, OEPA
Christopher Jones, Director OEPA
Oregon Public Library



Additional Comments By the City of Oregon
On Envirosafe’s Proposed Permit Modification
From Quarterly to Semi-annual Ground Water Monitoring

1. In the mid-1980's the USEPA conducted an extensive review of the
groundwater at Envirosafe. A scientific panel examined these issues. After
careful consideration, the panet recommended quarterly sampling instead of the
semi-annual testing proposed. (The state of Chio requires only semi-annual
testing.) The need for quarterly sampling is apparent. Beginning with 1997,
Envirosafe has reported contamination in wells during federal testing that did not
show up in the state testing. The facts show that during the two quarterly
federal-alone testing periods:

« Different wells showed toxic contamination which did not
appear in the state semi-annual testing

s In these wells additional toxic pollutants were found in the
groundwaters.

Thus the scientific review panel and the agency's decision to require four times a
year sampling are demonstrated o be necessary. There have been no changes
that would justify reversing this recommendation and decision.

2. Envirosafe states that the groundwater doesn’'t move very much.
Therefore, they argue, if the groundwater doesn’'t move then the same
contaminants will be there whether they test the wells four times a year or two
times a year. The facts contradict the Envirosafe assumptions and arguments.
Instead the facts above show that additional adversely affected wells and
poliutants are found during the federai-alone testing.

3. Envirosafe's arguments are extremely weak if we ook at the bedrock
aquifer. We find that the conditions each quarter vary greatly. BP pumps huge
voiumes of water during the late spring and summer months. This creates a

‘significant draw down of the bedrock aquifer. Once the pumping ceases in the
fall the levels in the aquifer increase. In fact, the groundwater flow sometimes
reverses. Finally, the bedrock aquifer becomes very slow moving. The cycle
then repeats. This alone is one excellent reason why quarterly sampling was
necessary and remains necessary. Nothing Envirosafe argues now was not
known during the original decision—what is known is that the quarterly federal
systemn finds additional contamination that the state systern does not.



4. There is no longer a debate that the site is leaking. The leaks have
already reached the lower tills. Dr. Spongberg points out that this could not
occur if the geology is as Envirosafe argues. (Envirosafe has argued that these
clays are extremely tight and the movement of contaminants to this level would
take hundreds of years.) The Ohio Department of Natural Resources opposed
granting the permit for this site because of geologic concerns with the clays. Dr.
Spongberg points out that irreqularities in the clay layers (sand lenses,
microfractures) must be at work. The Envirosafe proposal relies on its flawed
geolcgic assumptions.

5. The groundwater data shows indications that contamination is
beginning to reach the R ar bedrock wells. This is a time for heightened, not
lessened, scrutiny. We believe that the critical issue now is how to better detect
and defend this aquifer. The program must be upgraded to meet the
groundwater protection standard. These additional safeguards to meet this
standard include:

» Additional R-wells along the northern border

e The current R-wells are screened over a long distance. Much
tighter screen intervals on the R-wells are required so that only
the upper most portion of the aquifer is sampled. This may
require some R-wells for the time when the aguifer is at its
highest level and the groundwater most stagnant

s Additional weils fo ring each cell

» Additional parameters (We incorporate our comments in our
other letter of this date herein.)
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Sundy, sorry U've beent aut of touchk. Theend of the tepure process was hectic, b
{ was succssaful. T hopethat means things will slow down = little bif, but [ doubt it
My Biggest concerns when it comes to reduced sampling is that it always ends o

“with reduced confidence in anything you try {6 use the data for. Neither side would eves

be able to arrive at 2 convinging argument as to whedher there (3 any contamination
reieasex. Bspecially in the case ofa landfill whers the watce table can be reladively flat
for m of the vear, followed by a period of pumnping off-site which causes the flow
te veer towards the pumping station. A flat wat;:r tzble is analogous to a stagnant pool
angt if thers was a chemical ascurmulating in that water the data at one or two wells
nearest the releass might detect it. But with the pumping activity, you might axpect thar
stagreng pook to be fTushed in the direction of the pumping station. Depending on when
&emimgm are relative to that pumping the same wells might not have elcvaiad

arentrzitons a8 when the waler table was flat. And the inereased flow rates:might
result i the: original well with exceadances (or just elevated levels) looking ‘clean’
during this pumping phase: That varaton might be dus ta the change in water velocity
and direction, and not necessarily to activities at the landfill. f you need to establish hi
chermical concentrations [n consecutive sampling times, this will be virtually impossible
witk only tweo sampling times per year at thiz particular lang 1l

The existing data indicate that no true “background® wells actually exist and the
best mopitaring method is to look for increascs in chemical concentrations within a
specific well over tims. For this type of {aformation to be useful, four sampling times
year would be a minimum to give statistical confidence in the resuits. [n this respect v
might be able 1o isolawa the variations due to the pumping fom what would be conside
more ‘normal’ dat. 1 assume everyone invalved would really like to know a8
unsmbiguously as passible what (s bappening bepcsih that landfill. Twa sammpling iz
per year may save a little mogey on sampling, but the data will be vague and

incomcinaive.
Respectfully,




Form for Bringing New (Never Catalogued) RCRA Files
to the Region 5 RCRA Records Center

| Today's Date: f'}%’ = 17

Your name: _ /Mlzﬁ fﬂ&/c‘,j L/&L/ZVV(I/{ Ne Pﬁone: | | o ’HLE;

— ~\

©~ Site Name: - NV {0 SaTl &
Site EPAIDNumber: __~ O O py § 243D 70¢
-- Type(s) of documents: : / _
~ RCRACARFA" RCRA enforcement
" RCRA CA RF! RCRA permit _ -
RCRA CA CMS TSCA spill cleanup
- RCRACA CMI Other (describe):
- Quantity of documents: # of boxes: ' # of folders:
_ i
Is any information sensitive or FOIA-exempt? Yes " No \/ _
If yes, whiy is it sensitive/FOIA-exempt?
s RCRA CBI

e Attorney-client privilege records for an oh—going EPA legal action

e Attorney work product for an on-going EPA legal action

s Would reveal EPA’s internal deliberations for an on-going legal action

s Contains personal privacy info (e.g. SSN, home address, or medical info)
e Related to an ongoing civil or criminal inQestigation

o Could identify a confidential source =

o Would reveal EPA law enforcement technigues or procedures

PLEASE SEGREGA TEANV SENSITIVE/EXEMPT INFORMATION
AND IDENTIFY IT AS SUCH. -

Can documents go straight to the Federal Record Center (archives)? Yes J/ No .
(Documents can be recalled from FRCin 48-72 hours)

revised September 26, 2016



FPhone: 800.537.0426
Fax: 419.698.8663

Website: www.enso.nel

Envirosafe Services of Qhio, Inc. 876 Otter Creek Road
Cregon, OH 436716-1242

October 18, 2001

Federal Express

Mr. Thomas Matheson

Corrective Action Project Manager
Waste Management Branch
USEPA, Region 5

DW-8]

77 West Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, IL 60604-3590

Re:  Revised RCRA Facility Investigation Work Plan
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.
Ohio EPA ID No. (03-48-0092
USEPA 1D No. OHD 045 243 706

Dear Mr. Matheson:

In accordance with Condition VL.F.1b of its Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
permit, Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc (ESOI) submitted a RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI)
Work Plan to the US Environmental Protection Agency on April 23, 2001.

On August 6, 2001, ESOI received a Notice of Deficiency (NOD), dated August 1, 2001, from
the USEPA regarding the RFI Work Plan. ESOI reviewed the comments contained in the NOD
and submitted a response extension request on August 9, 2001. The request was denied by
USEPA in a letter to ESOI dated August 20, 2001. .

As suggested in the NOD letter, ESOI met with USEPA and Ohio EPA to discuss responses to
the comments. This meeting took place at the USEPA Region 5 office on August 21, 2001.
During the meeting, clarification of the intent for some of the comments was provided. In
addition, ESOI was verbally informed of changes to other comments. During the meeting it was
encouraged that a direct conversation between ENVIRON and Meagan Smith of USEPA take
place before the responses were submitted regarding ecological risk assessment and appropriate
screening levels. This discussion took place in the form of a conference call at the earliest
convenience of those involved, August 30, 2001,

I Enviresafe Services of Ohio, fnc. fs An

Fracitnsource Technnlories Campony



Wr. Thomas Matheson -2- Oictober 18, 2001 .

On September 5, 2001, ESOI submitled to the USEPA responses to those NOD comments which
were not discussed during the August 21, 2001 meeting and August 30, 2001 conference call.
Enclosed for your review is a complete responsc to the NOD and the revised RFT Work Plan.
The response details the revisions to the RFI Work Plan and provides clarifications requested by
the agency. A listing of the revisions to the RFI Work Plan is also enclosed.

If'you have any questions, please contact Stephen DeLussa of my staff at (215) 956-5583.

| certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachmenis were prepared under my direction or
supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and
evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system,
or those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, the information submitéed is, to the best
of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. | am aware that there are significant penalties
for submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations.

S}Ezrelyz ) Q&; (

Douglag E. Roberts
President

Enclosures

ce: Thomas Matheson, USEPA, Region 5 (2nd copy & 2 CDs)
Michael Valentino, USEPA, Region 5 (w/o enclosures)
Shannon Nabors, Ohio EPA, NWDO (1 copy & 1 CD)
Lynn Ackerson, Ohio EPA, NWDO (1 copy)
Edwin Lim, Ohio EPA, CO (1 CD)
Sandy Bauer, Oregon Library — Document Depository (1 copy & 2 CDs)
Mary Wojctechowski, Tetra Tech (1 copy & 1 CD)
Ken Humphrey, ESOI (1 copy)
Stephen Delussa, Envirosource (1 copy & 1 CD)
Mark Nielsen, ENVIRON
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TETRA TECH Fax 3128568702 Sep 10 1999 13:44 P.02

QUANTERRA -NCORPCRATEER

PRELIMINARY DATR SUMMARY
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The results shown below may still reguire additional laboratory review and ars subject to
change. Actions taken based On these results are Lhe responsibility of the data user.

Tetra Tech EN Inc. FAGE 1
Lot #: ASHLZ0127 ‘ ENVIRQSAFE Date Reported: 3,09/99
REPORTING ANALYTICAL
PARAMETER RESULT LIMIE UNITS METHOD

Client Sampkg 1P: CSB-1ll
Sample %: 001 Date Sampled: 08/11/99 09:2% Date Received: 08/12/39 Matrix: WIFE

Trace Inductively Coupled Flasma (ICP) HMetals Reviewegd
Cadmium 0.21 0.0010 ngfwipe sWa4e 60108
Chromium i 0.0025 ng /wipe 8WBa6 BJ10RB
Lead 26.9 0.007% ng/wipe SW846 BQ1CB

Client Sampls ID: CSB-2I .
Sample #: 002 Date Sampled: 06}11/99 09%:40 Date Regeived: 08/12/99 Matkrix: WIPE

Trace Inductively Coupled Plasma (ICP) Metals Reviewad
Cadmium : 0.07% 0.0010 ng/wipe SWe4a s010B
Chromium 0.43 0.002% ng/wipe sWe4e 50198

. Lead : 9.9 0.0075 mg /wipe 3WA46 6010B

Inorganic Amalysis ' In Review
Hexavalent Chromiim ND 0.50 ug/wipe SWa4b T136A

Client Sampla ID: C5B-31
Sample #: 003 Date Sampled: 08/11/99 09:45 Date Received: 08/12/33% MNatrix: WIPE

Trace Inductively Coupled Plasma {ICP) Melals Reviewed
Cadmnium 0.092 0.0010 ng /wipe SWR4R a0lCOB
Chromium 0.561 0.0028 ngfwipe SWe4ds 5010B

- Lead 9.1 0.0075 ng/wipe §W846 BOLOB

Inorgani¢ Analysis

‘ Tn Review
Hexavalent Chromium ND 0.50 ugfwipe aWada 71963

CIiént Sample ID: C5B-413 ;
Sample #: €04 Date Sampled: 08/11/99 09:47 Date Received: 08/12/99 Matrix: WIPE

{Continued on next page)
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The results shown below may still reguire additional laboratory review and are subject to
change. 2Actions taken based on these results are the responsibility of the data user,

_ Tetra Tech EM Inc. PAGE 2
Lot #: ASH130127 ENVIROSAEE Date Reported: 5/09/59
, REPORTING ENALYTICAL
PARANETHR, o RESULT LIMIT UNEYS METHOD

Client Sample ID: CSB-41
Sample #: 004 Date Sampled: 08/11/9% 05:47 Date Received: 0B/12/99 Matrix: WIPE

Irace Inpductively Coupled plasma {ICP) Metals Reviewed
cadrium .12 6.0010 ng/wipe sWa16 6019m
Chromium 0.90 0.0025 My /wipe SWB46 G0L0B
Lead 1z2.9 0.0075 ng/fwipe 3W84b 40108

Inorganic Analysis ' In Review

Hexavalent Chromium ND 0.50 ug/wipe SWa16 7196

Client Sample ID: SOIL-iR
Sample #: D05 Date Sampled: 08/11/99 10:2% Date Received: 08/12/59 Matrim: SOLID

Trace Inductively Coupled Plasma {ICP) Metals Reviewad
Cadnium ’ 2.0 0.21 ng /g sWads gQloB
Chromium 16.2 0.54 ng /iy SW8456 %0Q10B
Lead : 133 0.32 ng/kg 5¥8486 8010B

_ Raculfs and toparting 1inity hova hapn ndjustad far dry eaighé.

Tnorganie Analysis In Reviaw
Hexavalent Chromium 1.5 1.1 meg g SWads 7196a
Tetal Residuye as 93.4 0.10 b4 MCAWW 180.3 MOD

Percant Solids

Rexulls wod rapoeling linile bove boen wdlustcd for diy wclebd.

Client Sample ID: SOIL-ZR
“Sample #: 006 Datae Samplad: 087/11/99 10:27 Date Received: 08/12/99 Matrix. S0LID

Trace Lnductively Coupled Rlasma (ICP) Metals : Reaviewed
Cadriium | 4.0 9.21 mey Jlg SW846 6010B
Chromium 24.0 0.53 e /g sWa4e s0loB
Lead 204 0.32 - mg/Rg SWede 6010B

Rasults and reporting lim§ig have been adjusted for drv waight.

(Continued gn next page)
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QUANTERRA LINCORPCRATED
PRELIMINARY DATR SUNMARY
The results shown below may still require additiomal laboratory review and are subject to

change. Rctions taken based on these resylts are the responsibility of the data user.
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_ Tetra Tech EM Ing. ‘ PRGE 3
Lot #: A9SH130127 ‘ ENVIROSAFE Date Reported: 9/09/9%
‘ REPORTING ANALYTICAL
PARAMETER, RESULT LIMLIT UNITS METHOD

Client Sample ID: SOIL=ZR
‘Sample #: 006 Date Sampled: 08/11/99 10:27 Date Raceived: 08/12/99 Matrix: 5OLID

Inopganic Analysis C in Review
Hexavalent Chromium ND 1.1 mef /Ry 5WB4E TIYEA
Total Residue as 93.6 0.10 1 MCAWW 180,3 ©CD

Percent Solids

faEwits and reporting limits have been sdjusted for dry weight.

Client Sample. ID: S0IL-3R
Sample #: 007 Date Sampled: 08/11/9% 10:32 Date Received: 08/12/99 Matrix: SOLID

Trace Tnductively Coupled Plazma (ICP) Metals Reviawed
Cadmium ' 4.5 0.22 mg kg sWede 5010B
Chromiun 27.8 0.54 ey /Rey SW848 6010B
Lead _ 240 0.32  ma/kg SWE46 60108

Rusulle wind reporbiog Linils heve beeny yijusled far dity soishi.

Inorganic Analysis . Tn Raviey

Hexavalent Chromium WD 1.1 mey / key SWa4s 71963
Total Residue as 82.5 0.10 ¥ MCAWW 180.3 MOD

Percent Solids

Kasults A regorting Livdts have boen puivustad for diy weignT-

Client Sample ID; SOIL~4R
Sample #: 008 Date Sampled: 08/11/99 10:40 Date Received: (8/12/39 Matraix: SOLID

Trace Inductively Coupled Plasma (JICP) Metals Reviewsd
Cadmium ‘ 5.7 0.21 mng /Ry gWB4e 8010B
Chromium 37.8 0.54 mg /g SW846 &010R
Lead 280 0.32 ng/kyg SW84s s010B

Razults 2wl reporting limita have been adjueted for dry saight.

(Continued on next page)
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- QUANTERRA “NCORPORATED

PRELIMINARY DATA SUMMARY
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The results shown below may still require additional laboratory review and are subject to
c¢hange. Actions taken baged on thes# resulte are the responsibility of the data user.

Tetya Tech EN Inc. ' PaGE 4
Lot #: A9H130127 ENVIROSATFE Date Reported: 9/09/9%
' REPORTING ANALITICAL
PARAMETER RESULT LIMIT UNITS METHOD

Client Sample ID: SOIL=4R
Sample #: 008 Date Sampled: 08/11/99 10:40 Date Received: 08/12/99 Matrix: S0OLID

Inorganic Analysis : In Reviaw
Hexavalent Chromium ND 1.1 my fleg SwWB4a 7196A
Total Rezidus =3 893.2 ‘ 0.10 4 MCAWW 180.3 nub

Percent Solids

Rasults and reporting linits have been adivsted foar dry weight.

¢Client Sample ID: BLANK-1D _
Sample %: 009 Date Samplad: 08/11/99 11:48 Date R&ceivgd: 08/12/99 Matrix: WIPE

Trace Inductively Coupled Plaszma (I9P) Metals Reviewed
Cadmivm D 0.20020 mg/wipe 5Wa46 60108
“Chromnium (1] 4.00085Q mg /wipe SWa848 6010R
Lead 0.0026 0.00028 ng/wipa SW846 G010B

Inorganic analyais In Reviaw

Hexavalent Chromium ND G.50 ug/wipe 5W845 7196a



Form for 8ringing New [Never Catalogued) RCRA Files
io the Region 5 RCRA Records Center

Your name: _ [Hl \H 6\(\ﬁ \JU\ évﬂ)(xv\’o - Phone: &fLL@jL

+ = — e

Site Name: ! ~
ST R N 0
P ""’? 4 e - U
Site EPA D Numb@X ) 2 K ”L‘g 7 "”)’T ) t.,.ﬁj_/“j. -
Type(s) of documents: ' . : /
RCRA CA RFA - RCRA enforcement  +
RCRACARFL RCRA permit 7
RCRA CA CMS : - TSCAspill cleanup
RCRACACMI Other (describe}:
Quantity of documents: # of boxes: ' _ #offolders:
Is any information sensitive or FOlA-exempt? Yes  No T\«/ .

If yes, why is it sensitive/FOlA-exempt?
o RCRA CBI

e Attorney- chent privilege records for an on-going EPA legafactio

e Attorney work product for an on-going EPA legal action

e Would reveal EPA’s internal deliberations for an on-going legal action

o Contains personal privacy info (e.g. SSN, home address,

or medical info)

e Related to an ongoing civit or criminal investigation _

o Could identify a confidential source

o Would reveal EPA law enforcement technigues or procedures

PLEASE SEGREGATE ANY SENSITIVE/EXERPT

AND EDEMT!FY ITAS SUCH.

INFORMATION

~

Can documents g0 straight to the Federal Record Center (archives)? Yes a// No

(Documents can be recalled from FRCin 48-72 hours) ’

revised September 26, 2016



UNITED STATES
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECITON AGENCY

BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATOR

In the Matter of

Envirosafe Services of Chio, Inc., Docket No. 5-RCRA~97-008

e it D Crmee® vt

Respondent

ORDER OF DESTGNATTON

Administrative Law Judge Barbara A. Gunning, Envirormental Protection
Agency, Washington, D. C., is hereby designated as the Administrative law
Judge to preside in this proceeding urnder Section 3008 of the Solid Waste
Disposal Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 6928), pursuant to Section 22.21{a)
of the Consolidated Rules of Practice Goverming the 2dministrative Assess-

ment of Civil Penalties and the Revocation or Suspension of Permits

b
~ —susaf L. Birg
Chief Administrative ILaw Judge

(40 CFR 22.21(a)).

Dated: Aucust 14, 1997

Washington, D. C.




CERTIFTCATTION

I hereby certify that the original of this Order of Designation was
mailed to the U. S. EPA Regional Hearing Clerk, and a copy was sent to

Respondent and Complainant in this proceeding.

Office of Administrative Law Judges

Dated:_ Aucqust 14, 1997




Tetra Tech EM Inc.

200 E. Randolph Drive, Suite 4700 € Chicago, IL 60601 € (312) 856-8700 ® FAX (312) 938-0118

August 5, 1999

Mr. Brian Freeman

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 5
77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, IL 60604

Subject: Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan for Waste Characterization
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc., Oregon, Ohio
EPA Contract No. 68-W9-9018, Work Assignment No. R0O5807

Dear Mr. Freeman: -

Enclosed is one copy of the revised cost estimate summary produced by Tetra Tech EM Inc. (Tetra Techj
for waste characterization at the above-referenced facility. Revisions have been made based on discussions
between Tetra Tech and the EPA WAM. However, Tetra Tech only regards the reduction in data

validation hours as reasonable if no significant problems with the data packages are found.

A copy of the cost estimate revision has also been forwarded to you by e-mail. The hard copy of the cost
estimate revision summary constitutes Tetra Tech’s official deliverable.

If you have any questions about the cost estimate revision, please call me at (312) 856-8773.
Sincerely,

‘7"Z'f,--, l-‘) /"([-

/
Andrew Bajorat
Task Manager

Enclosure

cc: Bernie Orenstein, EPA Region 5 (letter only)
Michael Valentino, EPA Region 5
Ed Schuessler, Tetra Tech (letter only)
Art Glazer, Tetra Tech

LAG9001—~1\RO5807~1'R0O5807~2'REV_LTR.WPD
@ contains recycled fiber and is recyclable



TABLE A1
TETRA TECH EM INC.
RIEPA 2 ZONE Il CONTRACT 68-W9-90138
WORK ASSIGNMENT SUMMARY

W.A.NO. : RO5807
W.A NAME : RCRA Sampling arnd Analysis Activities
LABOR CATEGORY Hours Costs
P4 12 $444
P3 53 1,300
P2 10 189
P1 44 639
T2 0 0
Team Subcontractors 0
Total LOE 119
Clerical Tetra Tech 11 147
Team Subcontractors 0
TOTAL HOURS 130
Tetra Tech Direct Labor $2,719
Team Subcontractors 0
Venrders/Non-Team Subcontractors 2,700
Travel Costs :  Air 0
Per Diem 152
Hotel 100
Ground 110
Total Travel Costs 362
ODCs : Reproduction 104
Freight 0
Computer 197
Telephone 30
Supplies 110
Equipment 50
All Other 250
Total ODCs 741
Indirect Costs 2,830
Total Cost 9,352
Fixed Fee 618
TOTAL COST & FEE $9,970

Tetra Yech EM Inc. - Confidential Business Information

[ REFA 2 Cost Estimate Template, Versian L0 - Base Period - 1/23/99]



‘OhicEPA
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northwest District Office

347 North Dunbridge Road

TELE: (419) 352-8461 FAX: (419) 352-8468 Bob Taft, Governor
Bowling Green, OH 43402-9398

Christopher Jones, Director

Re: ESOQI Otter Creek Road Facility
TSDF
OHD 045 243 706
Lucas County
Notice of Violation and
Return to Compliance

June 9, 2004

Mr. Donald Steyer
Vice-President of Operations
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.
876 Ofter Creek Road

Oregon, Ohio 43616-1200

Dear Mr. Steyer:

On May 25, 2004, and June 4, 2004, as part of my routine weekly inspections, | observed the outside area
of the Stabilization/Containment Building (SCB) at Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.’s (ESQI) treatment,
storage and disposal facility (TSDF) located at 876 Otfter Creek Road, Oregon, Chio. | conducted these
inspections to determine ESOI's compliance with Ohio’s hazardous waste laws as found in Chapter 3734
of the Ohio Revised Code (ORC), Chapter 3745 of the Ohio Administrative Code (OAC), the terms and

conditions of ESOI's Installation and Operation Permit (permit) and a Consent Order and Final Judgment
entered into the Director’s Journal on April 24, 2000.

During the May 25, 2004, and June 4, 2004, inspections of the SCB exterior, | found the following viglation
of ESOl's permit:

Permit Condition B.1: The Permittee shall construct, maintain and operate the facility subject to the
approved application, the hazardous waste rules and the terms and conditions of this permit to minimize
the possibility of a fire, explosion or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden release or discharge of
hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents to air, soil or ground or surface waters which may
endanger human health or the environment,

ESOI violated Permit Condition B.1 by failing to prevent hazardous waste tracking in areas of the facility
which are not permitted to treat, store or dispose of hazardous waste. At 1633 hours on May 25, 2004, |
observed several clumps of waste at three different tocations: on the road approximately 20 feet from the
scale adjacent to container storage area M and SCB door 127; on the road in front of the SCB control
room; and, on the road just outside of the containment pad in front of doors 121 and 122. | alsc observed
tire tracks extending from the containment pad in front of doors 121 and 122 to the area in front of door
124, and a small deposit of moist treated waste along the edge of the road near the M5 transducer. 1t was
readily apparent that the tracked material involved in this instance was hazardous waste electric arc
furnace dust (i.e., KO61) due to its dark brown and/or maroon color. At 1650 hours on May 25, 2004, | met
with Randall Duty, Plant Supervisor — 2™ Shift, who accompanied me on another inspection of the area.
Mr. Duty confirmed that the material was hazardous waste and immediately dispatched ESQOI personnel to
begin cleaning up the waste with a power washer and a vacuum truck. At 1705 hours, a team had arrived
to commence cleanup of the waste. At 1730 hours on May 25, 2004, | verified by visual inspection that
the waste in the above described areas had been adequately cleaned.

@ Printed on Recycled Paper



Mr. Donald Steyer
June 9, 2004
Page Two

On June 2, 2004, you informed me that the waste tracking resulted when a vehicle driving through the
containment pad in front of doors 121 and 122 picked up waste that had fallen off of an excavator bucket
that had been mixing waste in the campaign bin located on the other side of doors 121 and 122. You also

informed me that the containment pad had been thoroughly cleaned in order to ensure that further
tracking did not occur.

At 0930 hours on June 4, 2004, | observed waste in tire tracks from/to the containment pad in front of SCB
Door 122. 1 also observed waste deposited inside the containment pad which appeared to be the source
of the tracked waste. At 0950 hours on June 4, 2004, | showed you the tracked waste. At 1000 hours you
cleaned the area with a vacuum truck. | visually confirmed that the area had been thoroughly cleaned and
tracked waste removed at 1015 hours on June 4, 2004. After cleaning up the waste, you suggested that
the waste may have come from Moxy trucks which are parked on the containment pad when not in use.
You suggested having the trucks park on top of Cell M when not in use.

ESOI has adequately abated the violation of Permit Condition B.1. Therefore, no further action is required
by ESOI regarding this violation.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this notice of violation letter, please contact me at
{419)698-3130 or via e-mail at rahel.babb@epa.state.oh.us.

You can find copies of the rules and other information on the division’s web page at
www.epa.state.oh.us/dhwm. Ohio EPA also has helpful information about pollution prevention at the
following web address: www.epa.state.oh.us/opp.

The Division of Hazardous Waste Management has created an electronic news service to provide you
with quick and timely updates on events and news related to hazardous waste activities in Ohio. If you
haven't already, then we encourage you to sign up for this free service. You can find more information at
the following web page: www.epa.state.oh.us/dhwm/listserv.html. Please feel free to share this
information with your colleagues.

Sincerel

Rahel S.%bb {)1

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

fcs

pc: Oregon Document Depository ec: Michael Terpinski, Supervisor, NWDO
Mayor Marge Brown, City of Oregon Eric Getz, Supervisor, DHWM, NWDO
Paul Little, U.S. EPA, Region V Gary Deutschman, DHWM, NWDO
Harry Sarvis, DHWM, CO John Pasquarette, Mgr, DHWM, NWDO
Tammy McConnell, DBHWM, IT&TSS, CO Gretchen Fickle, DHWM, CO
DHWM, NWDQ File On-Site Inspectors

NOTICE

Ohio EPA's failure to list specific deficiencies or violations in this letter does not relieve your company from
having to comply with all applicable regulations.

b




State of OQhio Environmental Protection Agency

Northwest District Office

347 Notth Dunbridge Road TELE: (410) 352-8461 FAX: (419) 352-8468 Bob Taft, Governor
Bowling Green, OH 43402-9398 Christopher Jones, Director

Re: ESOI Otter Creek Road Facility
OHD 045 243 706
RCRA Hazardous Waste
Lucas County
Return to Compiiance

April 10, 2003

Mr. Kenneth L. Humphrey, Environmental Director
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.

876 Otter Creek Road

Oregen, Ohio 43616-1200

Dear Mr. Humphrey:

Thank you for your March 12, 2003, response to Ohio EPA’s February 27, 2003, Notice of Violation

letter. In your response you proposed several solutions to the issue of waste buildup in the blind sumps

located in the concrete floor of the stabilization/containment building (SCB), and asked that Ohio EPA ~
rescind this violation based on your permit language interpretation. On March 28, 2003, a meeting was :
held between ESOI and Ohio EPA to discuss the NOV and to consider future measures that should be

taken to ensure that a violation of permit condition C.3.(o) does not reoccur. Persons present at this

meeting, held at Ohio EPA’s Northwest District Office, were Jason Romp, Gary Deutschman, Michael

Terpinski, and myself representing Ohio EPA, and Don Steyer and yourself from Envirosafe Services of

Ohio, Inc. (ESOI).

During this meeting, the following agreements were made to abate the violation discovered during the
February 18, 2003, SCB inspection:

1. ESOQI agrees fo inspect all sumps within the SCB daily, and that these inspections will be
conducted by ESOI personnel primarily during 2™ shift operating hours. During these
inspections, sumps containing any material, regardless of the amount, will be noted.as such in -
an inspection log. It was agreed that any amounts of materials observed in the sumps will be
removed within one calendar month. However, sumps that are full to capacity (i.e., full to the
bottom of the grate) will be emptied expeditiously following the daily inspection that discovered
the full sump and prior to beginning new activities in the area of the sump.

2. There was some concern regarding the sump located inside the SCB at door #136. The
concern was that liquid that accumulated within the sump was frozen and, as a result, was
unable to be removed by conventional means. Regarding this situation, it was agreed that the
removal of this frozen material was impractical. In the event that this occurs, ESOI agreed to
note in the daily inspection log that accumulated materials are in the sump, and that the material
cannot be removed due to the frozen condition. ESOI will monitor the sump and remove the
accumulated material as it thaws. Finally, ESOI] will note in the daily inspection log the date the
material was removed.

3. ESOI brought to the attention of Ohio EPA that some of the sumps within the SCB are not
necessary for their original intended purpose. These were sumps located inside the SCB at
doors #121, #122, #125, #126, #127, #133, #134 and #135, as well as sumps located in Area
C7. Ohio EPA has agreed to consider the intended purpose and usefulness of these sumps and
to report back to ESO if the removal of these sumps may be possible through a permit
modification. In the meantime, Ohio EPA has agreed to allow ESOI to cover these sumps,
provided that the covers do not prevent liquids from entering the sumps, and that the sumps can
be easily inspected for accumulated materials.
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Mr. Kenneth L. Humphrey
April 10, 2003
Page Two

4. As discussed during the meeting, Ohio EPA is not rescinding the NOV issued on February 27,
2003. However, Ohio EPA agrees that the materials noted in the sumps during the February 18,
2003, inspection of the SCB may or may not have been in compliance with these RTC
guidelines.

As a result of the agreements reached above, ESOI has adequately demonstrated abatement of the
violation of permit condition C.3.(0) discovered during the February 18, 2003, inspection.

If you have.any questions or concerns, please contact me by telephone at (413)698-3130, or via e-mail
~ at rahel.babb@epa.state.oh.us S

Sincerely,

j\x W\B/g ' D&M%\, \p%

Rahel S. Babb
Division of Hazardous Waste Management

fcs

pc: Oregon Document Depository
Mayor Marge Brown, City of Oregon
Paul Little, U.S. EPA, Region V
Harry Sarvis, DHWM, CO
Tammy McConnell, DHWM ITRTSS, CO
DHWM, NWDO File

ec: Michael Terpinski, Supervisor, DHWM, NWDO
Eric Getz, Supervisor, DHWM, NWDO
Gary Deutschman, DHWM, NWDO
Colleen Weaver, DHWM, NWDO
On-Site Inspectors

NOTE: Ohio EPA's failure to list specific deficiencies or violations in this letter does not relieve your
company from having to comply with all applicable regulations.




OhicEPA
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northwest District Office

347 North Dunbridge Road TELE: (419) 352-8461 FAX: (419) 352-8468 Bob Taft, Governor
Bowling Green, OH 43402-9398 Christopher Jones, Director
Re: ESOI Otter Creek Road Facility
RCRA TSDF

OHD 045 243 706
Lucas County
August 1, 2003 Notice of Violation

Mr. Kenneth Humphrey, Environmental Director
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.

876 Otter Creek Road

Oregon, Ohio 43616-1200

Dear Mr. Humphrey:

On June 30, 2003, and July 29, 2003, as part of a routine daily inspection, | reviewed hazardous waste
manifests for the dates of June 20, 2003, through June 27, 2003, and July 8, 2003, through July 11, 2003,
accepted by Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.’s, (ESQOI) treatment storage and disposal facility (TSDF) located at
876 Otter Creek Road, Oregon, Ohio. | reviewed the hazardous waste manifests to determine ESQOl's
compliance with Ohio’s hazardous waste laws as found in Chapter 3734 of the Ohio Revised Code (ORC),
Chapter 3745 of the Ohio Administrative Code (OAC), and the terms and condmons of ESOl's Installation and
Operation Permit.

| found the following violation of Ohio’s hazardous waste laws while reviewing the manifests described above:
y OAC 3745-54-72(B)
ESOI failed to attempt to reconcile manifest weight discrepancies upon discovery of the discrepancies.
In addition, ESOI failed to immediately notify the director by letter for weight discrepancies which were

not resolved within fifteen days of receipt by the facility. During my review of manifests accepted by
ESOQI, | noted the following significant weight discrepancies:

Date Received Manifest# State Transporter WSID ngﬂltfzzts.) Vﬁggilwts ((]:SLE_’)
06/18/2003 49187 PA PAD987399292 2?7 est. 6,860 6,080
06/19/2003 00953 AL MOD006965869 18870-001 est. 90T 258,320
06/20/2003 00952 AL MOD006965869 18870-001 est. 90T 243,180
06/24/2003 00954 AL  MODO006965869 18870-001 est. 90T 228,680
06/24/2003 00955 AL MODO006965869 18870-001 est. 90T 224,600
07/08/2003 00961 AL MODO006965869 18870-001 est.90T 251,840
07/08/2003 00960 AL MOD006965869 18870-001 est. 90T 223,820
07/08/2003 00956 AL MODO00B965869 18870-001 est. 90T 229,660
07/09/2003 00959 AL MODO006965869 18870-001 est. 90T 214,440
07/09/2003 14210 OH NYD986969947 10342001 est. 45,000 49,680
07/11/2003 00963 AL MOD006965869 18870-001 est. 90T 199,280
07/11/2003 00962 AL MODO006965869 18870-001 est. 90T 234,020

According to OAC Rule 3745-54-72(A), “Manifest discrepancies’ are differences between the quantity or
type of hazardous waste designated on the manifest or shipping paper, and the guantity or type of
hazardous waste a facility actually receives. Significant discrepancies in quantity are: For bulk waste,
variations greater than ten percent in weight.” OAC Rule 3745-54-72(B) states, “Upon discovery of a
significant discrepancy, the owner or operator shall attempt to reconcile the discrepancy with the waste
generator or transporter (e.g., with telephone conversation). If the discrepancy is not resolved within
fifteen days after receiving the waste, the owner or operator shall immediately submit to the director a
letter describing the discrepancy and attempts to reconcile it, and a copy of the manifest or shipping
paper at issue.” Please note that the estimation of the weight of the hazardous waste by the generator
does not exempt ESOI from complying with OAC Rule 3745-54-72(B).
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Mr. Kenneth Humphrey
August 1, 2003
Page Two

To abate this violation, ESOI must attempt to reconcile the above listed weight discrepancies with the
generator, and must immediately submit to the director a letter and a copy of the manifest describing the
discrepancy and attempts to reconcile it. In addition, ESOI must provide Ohio EPA with details as to
how the facility will ensure that this violation does not reoccur.

Please be aware that according to ESOI's Installation and Operation Permit Condition A.29., ESOI is required to
submit “ ... all documents and correspondence between the Permittee and Ohio EPA ...” to the Document
Depository established at the Lucas County Library - Oregon Branch located at 3340 Dustin Road, Oregon,
Ohio.

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at (419)698-3130 or via e-mail at
rahel.babb@epa.state.ch.us.

You can find copies of the rules and other information on the division's web page at
http://www.epa.state.oh.us/dhwm. Ohio EPA also has helpful information about pollution prevention at the
following web address: hitp://www.epa.state.oh.us/opp.

The Division of Hazardous Waste Management has created an electronic news service to provide you with quick
and timely updates on events and news related to hazardous waste activities in Ohio. if you haven't already,
then we encourage you to sign up for this free service. You can find more information at the following web link:
http://www.epa.state.oh.us/dhwm/listserv.html. Please feel free to share this information with your colleagues.

Sincerely,
AT

Rahel S. Babb

Division of Hazardous Waste Management
fcs

pc: Oregon Document Depository

Mayor Marge Brown, City of Oregon

Paui Litile, U.S. EPA, Region V

Harry Sarvis, DHWM, CO

Tammy McConnell, DHWM, IT&TSS, CO
DHWM, NWDO File

ec: Michael Terpinski, Supervisor, DHWM, NWDO
Eric Getz, Supervisor, DHWM, NWDO
Gary Deutschman, DHWM, NWDO
John Pasquarette, Manager, DHWM, NWDO
On-site Inspectors

NOTICE: Ohio EPA'’s failure to list specific deficiencies or violations in this letter does not relieve your
company from having to comply with all applicable regulations.




OhicEPA

State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northwest District Office

347 North Dunbridge Road TELE: (419) 352-8461 FAX: (419) 352-8468 Bob Taft, Governor
Bowling Green, OH 43402-9398 .

Re: ESOI Otter Creek Road Facility
RCRA TSDF
OHD 045 243 706
Lucas County
October 23, 2003 Return to Compliance

Mr. Kenneth Humphrey, Environmental Director
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.

876 Otter Creek Road

Oregon, Ohio 43616-1200

Dear Mr. Humphrey:

Thank you for your October 9, 2003, response to Ohio EPA’s September 26, 2003, partial return to
compliance letter. In response to your letter, Gary Deutschman and | met with you and Lisa Humphrey at
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc. (ESOI) on October 16, 2003,

During the Qctober 16, 2003, meeting, we came to an agreement that ESOI will reconcile manifest
discrepancies by contacting the generator of the waste within 15 days of receipt of the waste by ESOI.
ESOI will note on line 19 of the manifest the date of the telephone call and the person spoken to. If the
discrepancy cannot be reconciled within 15 days of receipt, ESOI will immediately submit to the director of
Ohio EPA a copy of the manifest, a letter describing the discrepancy, and ESOI's attempts to reconcile the
discrepancy in accordance with OAC Rule 3745-54-72.

Ohio EPA researched the history of weight discrepancies at ESOl. Ohio EPA found no written
documentation to confirm your contention that the agency had previously agreed that the use of estimated

weights pre-reconciled weight discrepancies. Therefore, Ohio EPA is not rescinding the notice of violation
letter.

" With this agreement, ESOI has adequately demonstrated abatement of the violation noted in the
August 1, 2003, Notice of Violation (NOV) letter.

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at (419)698-3130.

Sincerely,

Rong X - Dazts S fo

Rahel S. Babb .

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

fcs _

pG: Oregen Document Depository ec: Michael Terpinski, DHWM, NWDO
Mayor Marge Brown, City of Oregon Eric Getz, DHWM, NWDO

" Paul Little, U.S. EPA, Region V Gary Deutschman, DHWM, NWDO

Harry Sarvis, DHWM, CO John Pasquarette, DHWM, NWDO
Tammy McConnell, DHWM, IT&TSS, CO On-Site Inspectors

Mike Savage, DHWM, CO
ESOI Inspection/NOV File, DHWM, NWDO

NOTICE:

Ohio EPA’s failure to list specific deficiencies or violations in this letter does not relieve your company from
having to comply with all applicable regulations.

Christopher Jones, Director

@ Printed on Recycled Paper



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Neorthwest District Office

347 Norih Dunbridge Read TELE: (419) 352-8467 FAX: (419) 352-8468 Bob Taft, Governcr
Bowling Green, OH 43402-9398

Re:  ESOI Otter Creek Road Facility
RCRA TSDF
OHD 045 243 706
Lucas County
Notice of Violation

October 23, 2003

Mr. Donald Stever
Vice-President of Operations
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.
876 Otter Creek Road

Oregon, Ohio 43616-1200

Dear Mr. Steyer:

On October 6, 2003, during a routine daily inspection, | observed that the secondary gates that
provide railcar access to Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.'s, (ESOI)} treatment, storage and
disposal facility (TSDF) located at 876 Otter Creek Road, Oregon, Ohio, were open and
unattended for an undetermined amount of time. At 1410 hours, | observed the gates open
with no activity or evidence of activity in the area. At 1420 hours, | notified Ed Pulido of Ohio
EPA of the situation at which time he immediately went to the scene to investigate. At 1425
hours, Mr. Pulido requested an ESOI employee to contact Herb Snider of ESOI via radio. The
employee to whom the request was made volunteered to close and secure the gates; however,
no ESOI management was notified at that time.

- We found the following violation of the Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) and ESOI's Ohio
Hazardous Waste Installation and Operation Permit (Permit). In order to correct this violation,

you must do the fo!iowmg and send me the required information within ten (10) days of receipt .
of this letter:

1. Permit Condition B.5(e)(ii} & OAC Rule 3745-54-14(B)

ESOI failed to keep unattended secondary gates locked in accordance with Permit
Condition B.5(e)(ii) which states in part, “None of the secondary gates shall be left
unattended unless those gates are locked.” This is the second known occurrence of the
gates at this location being open and unattended. Ohio EPA is concerned that opened
and unattended gates may compromise the security of ESOI by allowing the

‘unauthorized entry by persons or livestock onto the active portion of the facility” [PC
B.4(e)].

To abate this violation, ESOI must provide Chio EPA with measures that the facility will
take to ensure that this violation does not recur.

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at (419)698 3130 or via e-mail at |
rahel.babb@epa.state.oh.us,

@ Printed on Recycled Paper

Christopher Jones, Director



Mr. Donald Steyer
October 23, 2003
Page Two

You can find copies of the rules and other information on the division’s web page at

www.epa.state.oh.us/dhwm. Ohio EPA also has helpful information about pollution prevention
at the following web address: www.epa.state.oh.us/opp.

The Divisicn of Hazardous Waste Management has created an electronic new service to
provide you with quick and timely updates on events and news related to hazardous waste
activities in Ohio. If you haven't already, then we encourage you to sign up for this free service.
You can find more information at the following web link:
www.epa.state.oh.us/dhwm/listserv.html.

Please feel free to share this information with your colleagues.

Sincerely,

Rahel S. Babb
Division of Hazardous Waste Management

fcs

pc: Oregon Document Depository
Mayor Marge Brown, City of Oregon
Paul Little, U.S. EPA, Region V
Harry Sarvis, DHWM, CO
Tammy McConnell, DBHWM, IT&TSS, CO
DHWM, NWDO File

ec: Michael Terpinski, Supervisor, DHWM, NWDO
Eric Getz, Supervisor, DHWM, NWDO
Gary Deutschman, DHWM, NWDO
Colleen Weaver, DHWM, NWDO
On-Site Inspectors

NOTICE:

Ohio EPA's failure to list specific deficiencies or violations in this letter does not relieve your
company from having to comply with all applicable regulations.




Form for Bringing New (Never Catalogued) RCRA Files
to the Region 5 RCRA Records Center

Today's Date: /13020 g

Your name: L\‘J- ' {m:)”i \,Dcu}}/l i 17 £ T— 3 ~E —ZL

Site Name. i":-—’\\l S Ne él" “;’f\/-\_gz& c .{ (‘h'\;

Site EPA ID Number: _ ¢AD <245 243 ¥,

Type(s) of documents:

RCRA CA RFA RCRA enforcement

RCRA CA RFI RCRA permit 2.7

RCRA CA CMS TSCA spill cleanup

RCRA CA CMI Other (describe):

Quantity of documents: # of boxes: # of folders:
Is any information sensitive or FOlA-exempt? Yes No

If yes, why is it sensitive/FOlA-exempt?
s RCRACBI
e Attorney-client privilege records for an on-going EPA legal action
e Attorney work product for an on-going EPA legal action
e Would reveal EPA’s internal deliberations for an on-going legal action
e Contains personal privacy info {e.g. SSN, home address, or medical info)
e Related to an ongoing civil or criminal investigation
¢« Could identify a confidential source
o Would reveal EPA law enforcement techniques or procedures

PLEASE SEGREGATE ANY SENSITIVE/EXEMPT INFORMATION
| AND IDENTIFY IT AS SUCH.

Can documents go straight to the Federal Record Center (archives)? Yes No

(Documents can be recalled from FRC in 48-72 hours)

revised September 26,



OF GHID, INC,

September 22, 2014

Ms. Susan Hedman, Regiona! Administrator

| o RECEIVED
USEPA, Region 5 R _
77 West Jackson Boulevard WA M AR R LY AR 'SEF 2} 9 2@!%‘

Mail Cod R-19)J
Chicago, IL 60604-3507

US EPAREGION

A e et R,
OFFICE OU REGITHAL ADM NI TRATO

RE: Envirosafe Services of Ohio, inc
EPA LD. Number OHD 045 243 706
Notices for importation of Hazardous Waste

Dear Ms. Hedman:

In accordance with 40 CFR 264,12{a), Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc, (ESOI} is providing notification that it
intends to import hazardous waste from the following foreign source:

Foreigh Source importer

Tonolli Canada Ltd Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.
1333 Tonolli Road 876 Otter Creek Road
Mississauga, ON Oregon, OH

L4Y 4C2 43616

Registration Number: GNO172600 ' EPAID Number: OHD 045 243 706
Coniact: Indira Ramadin Contact: Stephen Debussa

Phone: 905-279-9555 Phone: 215-659-2001 ext. 15
Fax: 905-279-5925 Fax: 215-659-9007

e-mail: indira@tonolii.ca e-mail: s.delussa@envirosafeservices.com
1.

Waste Description: Separators from Lead Acid Battery Recycling

EPA Waste Code: D006, DOOS

DOT Shipping Name: Waste environmentally hazardous substances, solid, n.o.s., PGl (Lead, Cadmium)
DOT Hazard Class: 9

DOT i.D. No.: UN3077

Total Volume to be Imported: 3,000,000 kg

Estimated Frequency: 300 loads

2.

Waste Description: Separators from Lead Acid Battery Recycling

EPA Waste Code: D002, D006, D008

DOT Shipping Name: Waste corrosive solid, acidic, inorganic, n.o.s., PGil (Sulfuric Acid)
DOT Hazard Class: 8

DOT I.D. No.: UN3260

Total Volume to be Imported: 3,000,000 kg

Estimated Freguency: 300 foads




Ms. Susan Hedman
September 22, 2014
Page 2

ESOIl is providing this notice at least four weeks in advance of the date the waste is expected to arrive at the
facility. ESOI will comply with 40 CFR 262.60 (Imports of Hazardous Waste) and has the appropriate permits
for, and will accept, the waste the generator is shipping.

Douglas E. Roberfs
President

cc: William Damico, USEPA Region 5 Coordinator Lisa Humphrey, ESQI
Corey Heenan, ESOI Stephen Delussa, ETI



Letter OF Apresment

"This {etter of agreement between Tonafli Cannda Inw, = Battery Rewyeling company, operating in
Mississouga, Ontarie, Conada (“TONOLLI™, and Envirossfe Sorvices of Ohiv lne
("ENVIROSAFL”), a Waste Treatment facility, operating in Oregon, Obio, USA is inteadsd
to comply with reguiations periaining te the Xxport and lmport of Hazardous Waste and Hazardous
Recyclzble Materin! Regulation (EFWHRMR), aod Fxport Permit # 535974,

The material to be exported by TONOULY aud received by ENVIROSARE under this sgreement are
leactiste foxic for Jend and cadmivm ((ine 1) and corrosive (Une 23 Fhe vode for disposal, for all
materinls listed {o the export permit, is D9, from the Cavada Gazeite Park IF, Vol 158, Ne. 11 faund
in Schedule ¥, Colomn I per the Canudian Environmental Peotection Act 1999, PC 2005-930, The
operation is deseribed s physical or chemical treatment nos in this schedule, such as ralcination,
nevtrellzation o previpitation.  The volumes of material W be shipped I ENVIROSAFE are:
000,000 of Enviroementally Hazardous Wasle, solid, UN NA (ine 1) snd 2,008,080KG of
Corrasive solig, acidic, Inorpasic, N.OS., UN3260 line 2) from ibe sbove Export Permit. These
ataterials will be disposed of in secordence with the Export Permit,

As the fiporier of this material to the United States, ENVIROSAFE agrees as follows:

{1} Within 3 work days after recoipt of the materials by ENVIROSAFE # copy of the movement
doctment with Part C completed and signed by pn suthorized employee of ENVIROSAEE will

be submitted fo Fhe sxporter, aed submil, gt the Bme of delivery, s copy of the movement
dotement and the export permit {n the exportes;

{2} Within one year from the date of screptance of the materful for disposal or the timee sef ot by
the wulhorlty of Jurisdiction In wihich ENVIROSAKE resides, whithovor is shorter,
ENVIROSAFE will complitc the disposal of the sraterial shipped €5 its faeility;

{3} Within 3¢ days aller disposal of ihe muterials, a written confirmation of sueh will be maited to
exporier;

{4) Al practieable measures will be taken fo sid TONOLLI in fullilliug the forms of cbiigation

undey the LIEIWHRMR i ENVIROSAVE: does not accept delfvery, or, if and when the materials
eannct ke disposed of In secordance with the agreed torms.

This agreepsent shall stay n force for 1 yeur and 30 days following the finat dutivery of the above-
mestioned materiats,

Forg For;
Touolli Canada Ine. BoaviresaTe Sarvices o

INORA KAMAD/N

£, Fitle i .
Sigonture Sigihturk
Stk 5,001 q|zz |

Dgte Date




Form for Bringing New {Never Catalogued) RCRA Files
~ to the Region 5 RCRA Records Center

Today's Date: //” ?/}M f7

Your namef !/]’/\f (L/ﬂ UC"L (‘f?&’\l"{'i (e Phone: é’ "—(ffi} Zj}w

)’j:;/ / - S 9 - A R . N - .
Site Name: _~- /1 V/ { {0 Sat L SETJ AL

Site EPA ID Number: & f’L?L @ oys R & 3 7/ Ol

Type(s) of documents: |
RCRA CA RFA RCRA enforcement zi
RCRA CA RFI RCRA permit

RCRA CA CMS TSCA spill cleanup
RCRA CA CMI Other (describe):

* Quantity of documents: # of boxes: # of folders:
Is any information sensitive or FOlA-exempt? Yes No %
If yes, why is it sensitive/FOlIA-exempt?

¢ RCRA CBI

e Attorney-client privilege records for an on-going EPA legal action

¢ Attorney work product for an on-going EPA legal action

e Would reveal EPA’s internal deliberations for an on-going legal action

e Contains personal privacy info {e.g. SSN, home address, or medical info)
e Related to an ongoing civil or criminal ;nvestlgat:on

e Could identify a confidential source

e Would reveal EPA law enforcement techniques or procedures

PLEASE SEGREGATE ANY SEF\!SWIVE,/EXEMPT INFORMATION
AND IDENTIFY IT AS SUCH.

Can documents go straight to the Federal Record Center (archrves)? Yes % No

(Documems can be reca!!ed from FRC in 48-72 hours)

revised September 26, 2016



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Morthwest District Office

47 Nerth Dunbridge Road TELE: (4190) 352-8461 FAX: (419) 352-8463 Bob Taft, Governer
Bowling Green, OH 43402-9398 Christopher Jones, Direclor

Re:  ESOI Otter Creek Road Facility
OHD 045 243 706
RCRA Hazardous Waste
Lucas County
Notice of Violation/Return to Compliance

June 19, 2002
- Certified Mail 7001 0320 0000 3160 3873

Mr. Donald Stevyer, Director of Operations
Envircsafe Services of Ohig, Inc.

876 Otter Creek Road

Oregon, Ohio 43616-1200

Dea_r Mr. Steyer:

On July 25, 2001; December 14, 2001, February 25, 2002; and May 15, 2002, Envirosafe
Services of Ohio, Inc., (ESOI) violated order V.7 of the April 24, 2000, Director's Consent Order
and Final Judgement and permit condition K.3(b){xiii} [KK.4(b)(xiii) prior to the class 3 hazardous
waste permit modificationapprovedonSeptember 18, 2001}, “Onthe dates listed above, ESOI
disposed of hazardous waste in cell M which did not meet the land disposal restriction (LDR)
reguirements found in 40 CFR Chapter 268. The following narrative describes the events.

On July 25, 2001, ESOI received a shipment of contaminated soil which had been
characterized as D008 hazardous waste and identified with waste stream identification number
(WSID) GMF-076. This shipment was designated as load number 107250025. According to
ESOI personnel, the “scale trailer” operator assumed that the waste was a direct disposal load
similar to the loads that are routinely received by ESOI from that generator. The load was then
disposed of in cell M. At 4.00 p.m. that same day, ESOI personnel informed Ohio EPA on-site
inspectors that the facility had mistakenly disposed of this load prior to stabilization. The waste
was immediately excavated, treated and tested. The anaiytical resuits indicated that the LDR
requirements for this waste were met after treatment.

On December 14, 2001, ESOI treated waste load 112110010 which consisted of two waste
streams, WSID 10540 (D008 slag) and WSID 10891 (D006/D008 brick). Because this load
was a mixiure of two waste streams, it was required to be managed as a grab and hold waste.
Therefore, after treatment a sample of the treated waste was obtained for analysis. The
analytical data indicated that the waste load 112110010 failed to meet the applicable LDR
requirements and required retreatment. On January 11, 2002, ESOI reported to Ohio EPA that
they were unable to find the container labeled 112110010. ESOI believes that the load was
disposed of in cell M on December 14, 2001, due to a labeling error which occurred after
treatment of the load.

@ Printed on Aecycied Paper



Mr. Donald Steyer
June 19, 2002
Page Two

ESOI submitted a waste removal plan for this load dated January 14, 2002. On January 15,
2002, ESOI dug approximately 120 - 130 cubic yards of waste out of cell M. This waste was
deposited into the campaign bin for retreatment. The waste was retreated and a sample was
obtained for analysis. The analytical data indicated that the first retreatment of this load failed
to meet the applicable LDR requirements. The load was then treated and sampled again. The

analytical data dated January 18, 2002, indicated that this load met applicable LDR
requirements.

On February 25, 2002, Jason Romp, Ohio EPA on-site inspector, observed what appeared to
be a large amount of dust and steam being generated from a load of K061 electric arc furnace
dust, waste load number 202250014, WSID 18594-004 as it was being dumped into cell M.
Due to the physical appearance of this waste, a sample of this waste was obtained by ESOI for
analysis. The compliance sample taken failed to meet the applicable LDR requirements. This
waste was removed from cell M on February 26, 2002, and was retreated. The analytical data

dated February 27, 2002, indicates that the waste met applicable LDR requirements after
retreatment.

Wastie ioad number 205130018, WSID 20471-001, K-061 electric arc furnace dust, was treated
and-sampled-for £tDR-compliance on May 13, 2002. The analytical data available orrMay 14,
2002, indicated that the load did not meet LDR requirements. However, ESOI personnel
mislabeled the load and it was disposed of in cell M on May 15, 2002. ESOI excavated the
waste on May 16, 2002. The waste was retreated and sampled. The analytical data dated
May 21, 2002, indicates that the waste met applicable LDR requirements after retreatment.

Failure to list specific deficiencies in this letter does not relieve ESOI from the responsibility of
complying with all applicable regulations and permit conditions. This letter does not relieve
ESOI from liability for past or present violations of the state’s hazardous waste laws.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (419)698-3130.

Sincerely,

David L. Ferguson
Division of Hazardous Waste Management

/cs

pec: Oregon Document Depository
Mayor Marge Brown, City of Oregon
Paul Little, U.S. EPA, Region &
Harry Sarvis, DHWM, CO
Tammy McConnell, DHWM, CO
Cindy Lohrbach, DHWM, NWDO
DHWM, NWDO File

ec: Shannon Nabors, DHWM, NWDO
Michael Terpinski, DHWM, NWDO
Eric Getz, DHWM, NWDO
On-site Inspectors



OhicEPA
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northwest District Office

. North Dunbridge Road TELE: (419) 352-8461 FAX: (419) 352-8468 Bob Taft, Governor
Bowling Green, OH 43402-9398 Christopher Jones, Director

Re: ESOI Otter Creek Road Facility
OHD 045 243 706
RCRA Hazardous Waste
Lucas County
Notice of Violation and
Return to Compliance

April 9, 2002

Mr. Donald Steyer, Vice-President of Operations
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.

876 Otter Creek Road

Oregon, Chio 43616-1200

Dear Mr. Steyer:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) conducts daily inspections at Envirosafe
Services of Ohio, Inc.’s, (ESOI) treatment, storage and disposal facility located in Oregon, Ohio. The
inspections are conducted in order to determine ESOI's compliance with Ohio’s hazardous waste laws
as found in Chapter 3734 of the Ohio Revised Code (ORC) Chapter 3745 of the Ohio Administrative
Code (OAC), the terms and conditions of ESOI's installation and operation permit issued by the Ohio
Hazardous Waste Facility Board (HWFB) and revised May 7, 1996, by the Director of Ohio EPA, and the
April 24, 2000, Director's Consent Order and Final Judgment.

On April 1, 2002, | found the following hazardous waste tracking violation during a daily inspection of the
stabilization/containment building's (SCB) exterior:

1 Permit Condition F.2(k): The SCB must be designed and operated to ensure containment and
the operator must take measures to prevent the tracking of materials from the unit by personnel
or equipment. The Permittee must inspect and decontaminate all equipment (including trucks
off-loading waste) prior to ieaving the SCB.

ESOI violated Permit Condition F.2(k) be failing to prevent hazardous waste tracking from the
concrete containment pad for SCB door 127, which is located on the southeast side of the SCB.
At 1100 hours on April 1, 2002, | observed tire tracks extending from the eastern edge of the
containment pad to about sixty feet southeast onto the nearby asphalt road. In addition,
someone had tracked waste out of the containment pad with their boots for a short distance. It
was readily apparent that the tracked material involved in this instance was hazardous waste
electric arc furnace dust (i.e., K061) due to its dark brown and/or maroon color. The waste could
be spread with my foot. It was also apparent that the tire tracking was caused by more than one

" vehicle that had entered and exited the containment pad prior to my inspection, as | observed
the tracks of one or two dual-axle vehicles and the tracks of ESOI's small fork-lift or Bobcat.
However, the Reportable Quantity (RQ) for K061 was not exceeded.

‘Ken Humphrey and Mike Phillips (ESOI) observed the tracking with me at 1150 hours on April 1,
2002. They immediately dispatched ESOI personnel to begin cleaning up the tracking. At 1530
hours on April 1, 2002, | verified by visual inspection that the tracking at the containment pad for
door 127 had been adequately cleaned up; therefore, ESOI has returned to compliance with
respect to this violation of Permit Condition F.2(k). Additionally, no further action is required by
ESOI regarding this violation.
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Mr. Don Steyer
April 9, 2002
Page Two

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at (419)698-3130.

Sincerely,

b y—y

Jason M. Romp
Environmental Specialist
Division of Hazardous Waste Management

fcs

pc: Oregon Document Depository
Mayor Marge Brown, City of Oregon
Paul Little, USEPA, Region V
Harry Sarvis, DHWM, CO
Tammy McConnell, DHWM, IT & TSS, CO
DHWM, NWDO File

ec: Michael Terpinski, Supervisor, DHWM, NWDO
Eric Getz, DHWM, NWDO
On-Site Inspectors

NOTICE: Ohio EPA’s failure to list specific deficiencies or violations in this letter does not relieve
your company from having to comply with aii appiicable regulations.




State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

MNorthwest District Office

347 North Dunbridge Road TELE: (419) 352-8461 FAX: (419) 352-8468 Bob Taft, Governor
Bowling Green, OH 43402-9398 Christopher Jones, Director

Re: ESOI Otter Creek Road Facility
OHD 045 243 708
RCRA Hazardous Waste
{.ucas County
NOV/RTC

May 10, 2002
Certified Mail 7001 0320 0000 3160 3613

Mr. Donald Steyer, Director of Operations
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.

876 Otter Creek Road

Oregon, Ohio 43616-1200

Dear Mr. Stever:

The subject of this letter is Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.’s (ESOI) compliance with permit condition
K.4 [formerly K.5] regarding the operation of the leachate collection system for Cell M. On April 27,
2001, the Ohio Environmentatl Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) sent a notice of violation (NOV) letter to
ESOI for violation of permit condition K.5(a)(i) on multiple days during the calendar year 2000. ESO{’s
May 16, 2001, response to the NOV referenced a letter from Ohio EPA fo the facility dated April 18,
1994, which allowed the facility to use “end of the working day” leachate readings to determine
compliance with permit condition K.5(a}(i). Because the leachate levels used in the April 27, 2001, NOV
were not based on end of the working day, Chio EPA retracted the NOV as outlined in a letter to the
facility dated August 7, 2001.

in addition to retracﬁng‘ the April 27, 2001, NOV, the August 7, 2001, letter also:

1. Required ESQCI to submit a permit modification request to incorporate a clear standard of when
leachate level readings are o be taken to determine compliance with permit condition K.5(a){i)
and Ohio Administrative Code (QAC) Rule 3745-57-03(A)}2).

2. Clearly stated that ESOI must work expeditiously to remove leachate from the primary synthetic
liner io below the one foot level at all times, including on the weekend.

In a letter dated October 16, 2001, Ohio EPA approved ESOI's August 15, 2001, Class 1A permit
madification request. This permit modification states that leachate level readings used to determine
compliance will be taken and recorded at the end of the working day. The approved permit modification
request correctly cited permit condition K.5{a)}(i). However, on September 18, 2001, prior to the approval
of this Class 1A permit modification, Ohio EPA approved a Class 3 permit modification. The Class 3
permit modification changed the leachate collection system permit condition from K.5 to K.4. This
situation was comrected with Ohio EPA’s April 23, 2002, approval of the Class 2 permit modification

request for the operation of leachate collection system sumps without transducers submitted on
December 24, 2001.
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Mr. Donald Steyer
May 10, 2002
Page Two

On October 25, 2001, a meeting was conducted at Ohio EPA’s Northwest District Office to discuss
ESOl's compliance with permit condition K.4. Meeting attendees included: Ken Humphrey and Mike
Philips representing ESQI, and Michael Terpinski, Eric Getz and myself representing Ohio EPA. Several
issues were discussed during this meeting, including the routine operation of the leachate storage tanks,

tanker truck availability following precipitation events and compliance with the applicable permit
condition on weekends.

Regarding the leachate storage tanks, Chio EPA requested documentation demonstrating that the
facility was maintaining these tanks at an “empiy” condition during dry periods to allow adequate
leachate storage during storm events. ESOI's November 6, 2001, response indicates that the facility
can only pump the tanks down to approximately 20%. In addition, the records submitted indicate that
the tanks are not operated above 90% capacity. While it appears the facility has 100,000 galions of
leachate storage capacity, the facility only stores a maximum of approximately 70,000 gallons of
leachate in the tanks at any given time. ESOI determined that the additional [eachate storage tanks,
listed in the facility's Part A application, are not needed. These proposed tanks, S2, 33 and 3500, were
to be designed to store 543,000 gallons of leachate. On November 8, 2001, Ken Humphrey, Eric Getz
and I met to discuss additional information concerning the efforts made by ESOI to obtain tanker trucks
during a particular storm event in September 2001. ESOl's November 13, 2001, response included a
chart outlining the number of tankers requested by ESOI, the number of tankers received, and the
gallons of leachate shipped daily from September 10, 2001, through September 15, 2001. This
documentation indicates, as ESOIl has previously stated, that the facility was unable to get an adequate
number of tankers for shipping leachate off-site afier that storm event.

Compliance with OAC Rule 3745-57-03(A)(2) has been an ongoing issue. An NOV was issued to ESOI
on December 2, 1993, regarding violation of permit condition K.5(a)(i). At the time of this NOV, ESOI
was required to keep the leachate levels below one foot at all times. Ohio EPA’s March 9, 1994, letter
indicated that ESOI would have to modify the existing permit to allow for the temporary accumulation of
feachate above one foot following a major storm event. Permit condition K.5(a)(i) was changed to allow

the facility to have “temporary excursions” of leachate above one foot if the situation warranted such an
excursion. :

Ohio EPA agrees that it is difficult to write a permit condition which encapsulates all of the factors which
may lead to the leachate levels temporarily exceeding one foot. Because of this, the fime allowed to
comply with OAC Rule 3745-57-03(A}2) is determined on a case-by-case basis. The determination of
whether the facitity has complied is made after review of pertinent information which inciudes, but is not
limited to, leachate level readings, amount of precipitation, previcus precipitation, amount of leachate
pumped, number of tankers acquired to ship ieachate off-site, time period ieachaie levels remain above

the regulatory level, etc. Using this criteria, Ohio EPA has determined that ESOI has violated permit
condition K.4(a)(i).

The following table includes the dates the leachate accumulation on the primary synthetic liner exceeded
the height of one (1) foot and the date on which the leachate was pumped to below the regulatory level,
which is indicated by a transducer reading at the individual sump location.

Date of Allowable Actual Date leachate pumped
exceedance  Sump Leachate Level Leachate Level below allowable level
12/19/00 4 - 30.0 47.1 : 12/20/00

09/12/01 M6 30.0 - 634 09/14/01

09/13/01 M6 30.0 53.2 09/14/01

10/09/01 M6 30.0 356 10/10/01



Mr. Donald Steyer
May 10, 2002
Page Three

During the construction of the expanded Phase 3, Ohio EPA inspectors were on-site during weekend
construction. On Sunday, November 25, 2001, Jason Romp, Ohio EPA, noted in the day’s field report
that the leachate level in sump M6 was 38.6. ESOI's Monday morning, November 26, 2001, reading of
the leachate level in M6 was 39.1. The facility pumped sump M6 to below 30.0 by the end of the
working day on November 26, 2001.

ESOQOI has failed to ensure that leachate levels remain below one foot on weekends. As noted in the
primary leachate spreadsheets submitted to Ohio EPA, there have been several occasions on which
leachate levels are below one foot on Friday, but above the regulatory level on the first reading on
Monday. Since there is no “end of day” data available for weekends or holidays, except as noted above,
it is not possible to determine the facility's regulatory compliance on those days. ESOI must immediately
begin recording leachate levels every day to assure compliance. This data must be included with the
primary and secondary leachate spreadsheets already submitted to Ohio EPA for review.

Currently, the end of the day leachate level data is submitted to Ohio EPA the month following data
collection. Therefore, Ohio EPA may not be aware of leachate excursions until over one month’s time
has elapsed. Upon receipt of this letter, ESOI must notify Ohio EPA personnel, using electronic mail, of
any leachate excursions by noon of the day following the excursion. Recipients of this notification
should include Michael Terpinski, Eric Getz, and the ESOI on-site inspectors.

Ohio EPA is concerned that ESOI’s ability to comply with permit condition K.4 will become increasingly
difficult due to the additional surface area of the expanded Phase 3. Presently, the precipitation
accumulated on the installed primary liner is prevented from entering M5 and M6 subcells by a plastic
diversion dike. However, this dike will eventually be removed, in sections, upon the certification of the
expanded Phase 3 cell as ESOI begins disposing of waste in the expanded cell.

ESOI shall respond in writing to me at this office within thirty (30) business days of the receipt of this
NOV. ESOIl's response shall include a detailed description of how the facility intends to comply with
permit condition K.4, acknowledgment that Ohio EPA will be notified by noon the day following an
excursion, and data demonstrating the facility is recording leachate levels on weekends and holidays.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (419)698-3130.

Sincerely,

45 [t
David L. Ferguson
Environmental Specialist

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

lcs

pc: Oregon Document Depository
Mayor Marge Brown, City of Oregon
Jeremy Carroll, DHWM, CO
Paul Little, U.S. EPA, Region 5
Tammy McConnell, DHWM, CO
DHWM, NWDO File
NWDO Follow-up File

ec: Shannon Nabors, DHWM, NWDO
Michael Terpinski, DHWM, NWDO
Eric Getz, DHWM, NWDO
On-site Inspectors



State of Chio Envirommental Protection Agency

Northwest District Office

+7 North Dunbridge Road TELE: (419) 352-8461 FAX: (419) 352-8468 Bob Taft, Governor
Bowling Green, OH 43402-9398 Christopher Jones, Director

Re: ESOI Otter Creek Road Facility
OHD 045 243 706
RCRA Hazardous Waste
Lucas County
Notice of Violation and
Return to Compliance

February 28, 2002
Certified Mail 7001 0320 0000 3180 3125

Mr. Donald Steyer, Vice-President of Operations
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.

876 Otter Creek Road

Oregon, Ohio 43618-1200

Dear Mr. Steyer:

The Chio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) conducts daily inspections at Envirosafe
Services of Ohio, Inc.’s, (ESQI) treatment, storage and disposal facility located in Oregon, Ohio. The
inspections are conducted in order to determine ESOl's compiiance with Ohio's hazardous waste laws
as found in Chapter 3734 of the Ohio Revised Cede (ORC), Chapter 3745 of the Ohio Administrative
Code (OCACQ), the terms and conditions of ESO!'s installation and operation permit issued by the Ohio
Hazardous Waste Facility Board (HWFB) and revised May 7, 1996, by the Director of Ohio EPA, and the
April 24, 2000, Director's Consent Order and Final Judgment.

On February 15, 2002, | found the following hazardous waste tracking violation during a daily inspection
of the stabilization/containment building’s (SCB} exterior:

1. Permit Condition F.2(k): The SCB must be dasigned and operated to ensure containment and
the operator must take measures io prevent the fracking of materials from the unit by personnel
or equipment. The Permittee must inspect and decontaminate all equipment (including trucks
off-loading waste) prior to leaving the SCB.

ESOl violated Permit Condition F.2(k) by failing to prevent hazardous waste tracking from the
concrete containment pad for SCB door 127, which is located on the southeast side of the SCB.
At 1845 hour's on February 15, 2002, | observed tire tracks extending from the eastern edge of
the containment pad to about twenty feet southeast toward the nearby asphalt road. It was
apparent that some of the tracking was also caused by the dragging of contaminated equipment
from the same containment pad, which is where ESOI personnel periodically decontaminate
(i.e., power-wash) scrap metal that will be recycled. 1t was readily apparent that the tracked
“material involved in this instance was hazardous waste electric arc furnace dust (i.e., K061) due
to its dark brown andfor maroon celer. The waste coutd be spread with my-foot. However, the
Reportable Quantity (RQ) for K081 was not exceeded. Ken Humphrey (ESOI) observed this
tracking with me at 170G hours on February 15, 2002. He immediately dispatched ESOI
personnel to begin cleaning up the tracking.

At 1000 hours on February 22, 2002, | verified by visual inspection that the tracking at the
containment pad for door 127 had been adequately cleaned up; therefore, ESQI has returned to
compliance with respect to their violation of Permit Condition F.2(k). Additionally, no further
action is required by ESQI regarding this violation.

@ Printed on Recycled Paper



Mr. Thomas Williams
February 28, 2002
Page Two

On February 19, 2002, | found the following hazardous waste tracking violation during a daily inspection
of the SCB's exterior:

2. Permit Condition F.2(k): See above for a description of this permit condition.

ESOl violated Permit Condition F.2(k) by failing to prevent hazardous waste tracking from the
north side of the SCB at door 201. At 0900 hours on February 19, 2002, you and | observed tire
tracks extending from the SCB through doorway 201 and down the concrete ramp toward the
nearby asphalt road. It was readily apparent that the tracked material involved in this instance
was hazardous waste electric arc furnace dust (i.e., K061) due to its dark brown and/or maroon
color. The waste could be spread with my foot. It was also apparent that the tire tracking was
caused by more than one vehicle that had entered and exited the SCB through door 201 prior to
my inspection, as | observed the tracks of ESOl's dual-axle fuel truck and small fork-lift.
However, the Reportable Quantity (RQ) for KO61 was not exceeded. You immediately
dispatched ESOI personnel to begin cleaning up the tracking.

At 0955 hours on February 22, 2002, | verified by visual inspection that the tracking at door 201
had been adequately cleaned up; therefore, ESOI has returned to compliance with respect to
their violation of Permit Condition F.2(k). Additionally, no further action is required by ESOI
regarding this viclation.

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at (419)698-3130.

Sincerely,

P~y /ﬁ .

Jason M. Romp

Environmental Specialist

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

fes

pc: Oregon Document Depository
Mayor Marge Brown, City of Oregon
Paul Little, USEPA, Region V
Harry Sarvis, DHWM, CO
Tammy McConnell, DHWM, CO, IT & TSS
DHWM, NWDO File

ec: Michael Terpinski, DHWM, NWDO
Eric Getz, DHWM, NWDO
On-Site Inspectors

NOTICE: Ohio EPA’s failure to list specific deficiencies or violations in this letter does not relieve
your company from having to comply with all applicable regulations.




P UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
oy ' REGION 5
il 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
T CHICAGO, IL  60604-3590

April 22, 1999

V1A FACSIMILE AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:

DE-9j
Mr. Kenneth L. Humphrey
Director of Environmental Affairs
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.
876 Otter Creek Road '
Oregon, OH 43616
Fax No. (419) 691-0276
RE: 1997-1998 Grab and Hold Tracker
Envirosafe Oregon, OH Facility
EPA ID No. OHD 045 243 706

Dear Mr. Humphrey:

As a follow-up to our recent telephone conversation, this letter shall officially
document our agreement that Envirosafe will provide, by April 30, 1999, the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) with the 1997-1998 Grab and Hold
Tracker, including the three pages of analytical results for each load" of K061 waste
treated and disposed of at the Oregon, OH Facility.

| Please send the records to the direct attention of Thomas Matheson, Waste
Management Branch, WPTD, Mail Code DRP-8J, at the above address.

If you need to speak to me concerning this letter, I can be reached at (312)
886-4582. Thank you.

Sincerely,

il b

Michael Valentino

"Pursuant to the understanding shared by Envirosafe and EPA during the December 14
and 15, 1998 site investigation/records review, the top three pages for each load were requested
by EPA for the 1997-98 Grab & Hold Tracker, along with other records which were
subsequently provided to this office by Envirosafe.

Printed on Recycled Paper



OhicEPA

State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
Northwest District Office

347 North Dunbridge Road

Bowling Green, Ohio 43402
(419) 352-8461 FAX (419) 352-8468

Bob Taft
Governor

Re: ESOI Gtter Creek Road Facility
OHD 045 243 706
RCRA Hazardous Waste
; Lucas County
December 18, 2002 ' Return to Compliance

Mr. Ken Humphrey, Environmental Director
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.

876 Otter Creek Road

Oregon, Chio 43616-1200

Dear Mr. Humphrey:

On November 6, 7, 8 and 12, 2002, Dave Ferguson and |, representing the Ohio Environmental
Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), conducted a hazardous waste compliance evaluation inspection (CEI) of
the Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.’s, (ESOI) treatment, storage and disposal facility located in Oregon,
Ohio. During the inspection, we found that ESOI was in violation of a manifest discrepancy requirement
of Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) Rule 3745-54-72(B) and related Permit Condition B.3(a)(v)(a). Ohio
EPA detailed this single violation in a November 26, 2002, Notice of Violation (NOV) letter to ESOI.

In order to completely abate the violation, the NOV letter requested that ESOl.respond to Ohio EPA in
writing with a plan to avoid similar violations in the future. Ohio EPA received ESQOI's December 6,
2002, response, which included such a plan. My review of this plan reveals that ESOI has adequately
demonstrated abatement of the violation discovered during the November 2002 CEl. In addition, note

- that Ohio EPA looks forward to receiving future manifest discrepancy notification letters from ESOI via
either e-mail or facsimile.

If you have any questions or concerns, please call me at (419)698-3130.

Sincerely,

Division of Hazardous Waste Management
fcs

pc: Tammy McConnell, DHWM, CO, IT&TSS
Oregon Document Depository - General Correspondence
Paul Little, U.S. EPA, Region V
Jack McMannus, AGO
Mayor Marge Brown, City of Oregon
Cindy Lohrbach, DHWM, NWDO
DHWM, NWDO File

ec: Shannon Nabors, Manager, DHWM, NWDO
Harry Sarvis, DHWM, CO .
Michael Terpinski, Supervisor, DHWM, NWDO

- Colleen Weaver, DHWM, NWDO

On-site Inspectors, DHWM, NWDO

NOTICE: Ohio EPA’s failure to list specific deficiencies or violations in this letter does not relieve
your company from having to comply with all applicable regulations.

@ Printed on recycled paper

(revised 2/99)



SED 5T
A‘S"\ &

UHITED STAYES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

g 2 REGIONS
g | ¢ 77 WEST JAGKSON BOULEVARD
%, 8 CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590

R
A ppoe”

February 28, 2003 FEFLY TO THE ATTENTION OF

VIA TELEFAX and
FIRST CILLASS MAIL

Jetf Woolstrum, Esq.

Honigman, Miller. Schwartz and Cohn
2290 First National Building

660 Woodward Avenue

Detroit, Michigan 48226-3583

fax 313-465-8000

RE: Edward’s Oil Service. Detroit, Michigan

Dear Jeff:

This letter confirms the schedule we agreed to in vesterday’s conference call.

March 15, 2003 Edwards will submit 2001 tax return, closure/corrective action cost
estimates;

April 1, 2003 - EPA will respond to Edward’s ability-to-pay claim; and

April 15, 2003 HEdwards will submit a facility-wide compliance plan.

If you have any questions, please call me at 312-886-6721.

Richard M. Murawski
Assistant Regional Counsel

cc: Bob McCoy (SE-5])
Barb Carr (SE-5T)
Mike Valentino (DE-97)
Sue Brauer (DW-81)
Greg Sukys (DOJ)

Racycled/Recyclable . Printed with Vegetable Qil Based Inks on 100% Recycied Paper 150% Postconsumer)



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 5 '
77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
CHICAGO, I 60604-3550

ﬁAY g S 2%&%; REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF

DE-9J
CERTIFIED MATL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Dearborn Refining Company

3901 Wyoming Avenue

Dearborn, MI 48120

c/o Mr. Aram Molojian, President

Mr. Jeffrey Haynes, Esq.

Beier Howlett, P.C.

200 East Long Lzke Road

Suite 110

Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304-2361

Re: Notice of Violation
Failure to Comply with September 29, 2000 Administrative
Order, Docket No. R7003-5-00-3, as amended on
January 26, 2001

Dear Messrs. Moleoian and Havnes:

On September 29, 2000, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (U.S. EPAR) issued to Dearborn Refining Company an
Adninistrative Order under Section 7003(a) of the Solid Waste
Disposal Act, as amended (RCRA), 42 U.S.C. §6973(a) (Order},
Docket No. R7003~5-00-3. The Order requires, among other things,
that Dearborn Refining Company comply with Section VI, “Work to
be Performed,” at its Dearborn, Michigan facility (“the
facility”). The Order contains time frames within which Dearborn
Refining Company is required to undertake specific remedial
response and investigatory measures at the facility as deemed
necessary by U.S. EPA to protect human health and the
environment.

Following issuance of the Order, U.S. EPA granted informal
extensions to the effective date of the Order with the
understanding and expectation that such extensions would afford
Dearborn Refining Company a better opportunity to respond
positively to the Order and to complete the work required
therein. On January 26, 2001, U.S. EPA amended certain
provisions of the Order, allowing for extensions of time to
Dearborn Refining Company for submittal of deliverables and
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execution of tasks, an extension of time for the Order’s
effective date, and the incorporation of changes and corrections
to certain facts.

As amended, the Order became effective at 4:00 pm (Central Time)
on the thirtieth (30) day after the date Dearborn Refining
Company received a copy of the executed First Amendment. U.S.
EPRA issued the executed amended Order to Dearborn Refining
Company via certified mail on January 26, 2001. According to
U.S. EPA’s records Dearborn received the Order by January 31,
2001. Accordingly, the Order became effective on or before March
2, 2001.

As stated above, the Order specifies certain time frames within
which Dearborn Refining Company must meet its obligations under
the Order. Under Section VIII, paragraph C., within ten (10)
days of the effective date, Dearborn Refining Company was
required to notify U.S. EPA, in writing, of the name, title and
qualifications of the personnel and contractors to be used in
carryving out the work identified in Section VI of the Order. As
such, Dearborn Refining Company was required to provide this
information—to the U.S. EPA on or before March 12, 2001. To
date, Dearborn Refining Company has not provided the required
written notification.

Section VI, paragraph A.l. requires Dearborn Refining Company,
within fifteen (15) days of the effective date of the Order, to
repair the fencing around the perimeter of the facility so as to
enclose the facility on all sides. Dearborn Refining Company was
required. to complete this task no later than March 17, 2001. To
date, Dearborn Refining Company has not provided any
documentation that this work was completed.

Under paragraph VI.B.1l., as amended, Dearborn Refining Company
was required to submit, within thirty (30) calendar days of vour
receipt of the January 26, 2001 amendments, a Remedial Measures
Work Plan (RM Work Plan) which details the remedial actions and

- schedules to be followed in completing the work identified in
paragraphs VI.B.1l. (a) and (b) of the Order. Dearborn Refining
Company was required to submit the RM Work Plan to U.S. EPA on or
before March 2, 2001. To date, Dearborn Refining Company has not
provided the U.S. EPA with the RM Work Plan.

Furthermore, under Section VI, paragraph A.2 of the First
Amendment, Dearborn Refining.Company was required to empty the
contents of tanks 1, 2, 5, 12, 17, 59, 60, 62, 70, 75, 76, 80, 81
and 82 within sixty (60) days of the effective date of the Order.
Therefore, for Dearborn Refining Company to be in compliance with



this provision of the Order, it would have had to empty the
contents of the above-referenced tanks on or before May 1, 2001.
To date, Dearborn Refining Company has not provided the U.S. EPA
with any confirmation that the contents of each of these tanks
have been emptied.

Finally, under revised paragraph B.1l(b) of Section VI, within
sixty (60) days of the Order’s effective date, Dearborn Refining
Company was required to install four (4} groundwater monitoring
wells around the facility, placed so as to determine the location
of the groundwater table and to ascertain groundwater flow
direction beneath the facility. Dearborn Refining Company is
also required to determine groundwater guality beneath the
facility and the impacts to groundwater by the facility.
Therefore, for Dearborn Refining Company to be in compliance with
this provision of the Order, it would have had to install the
four monitoring wells on or before May 1, 2001. To date,
Dearborn Refining Company has not provided the U.S. EPA with any
confirmation that the wells were installed.

Presently, Dearborn Reflnlng Company is in violation of no less
than five conditions of the Order. X

According to Section 3008{a) of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act, U.S. EPA may issue an order assessing a civil
penalty for any past or ‘current violation and requiring
compliance immediately or within a specified time period.

- Although this letter is not such an order, we request that  you
submit a written response to the violations cited above within
thirty (30) davs of receipt of this letter. The response should
document the actions, if any, which you have taken to comply with
the above requirements. You should submit your response to
Michael Valentino, United States Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 5, 77 West Jackson Boulevard, DE-9J, Chicago, Illinois
60604,

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact
Mr. Valentino, of my staff, at (312) 886-4582, or Richard
Clarizio, of the Office of Regional Counsel, at (312) 886-0559.

S%ncerely,

Tt Dot St

Lorna M. Jereza, P.E.,; Chietf
Compliance Section 1
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch

cc: JoAnh Merrick, MDEQ - Lansing

3



State of Chic Environmental Protection Agency

Northwest District Office

347 North Dunbridge Road TELE: (419) 3562-8461 FAX: (419) 352-8468 Bob Taft, Governor
Bowling Green, OH 43402-9398 Christopher Jones, Director

Re: ESOI Otter Creek Road Facility
OHD 045 243 706
RCRA Hazardous Waste
Lucas County
October 19, 2001, NOV/RTC

January 23, 2002

Mr. Ken Humphrey
Environmental Director
Envirosafe Services of Ohiog, Inc.
876 Otter Creek Road

Oregon, Ohio 43616-1200

Dear Mr. Humphrey:

On October 2 and 3, 2001, Ohio EPA conducted a hazardous waste compliance evaluation
inspection (CEl) of ESO!'s treatment, storage and disposal facility located in Oregon, Ohio.
Violations noted during this inspection were outlined in Ohic EPA’s October 19, 2001, Notice of
Violation/Return to Compliance (NOV/RTC) letter.

ESOI was cited for violation of the April 24, 2000, Director’'s Consent Order & Final Judgement,
Order V.5 and Permit Condition F.2(k) for the failure to prevent hazardous waste tracking out of
the west side of the Stabilization/Containment Building (SCB) at door 131. The waste had
apparently fallen off of the railroad cars that were transported through the area prior fo the
inspection. The facility was also cited for viclation of Permit Condition F.3(e)(i)(a) and ESOI
RCRA Part B Permit Application - Volume 7, Subsection D-6J, Date August 11, 1995, Revision
No. 1, Page Confidential D-5 for the failure to inspect a finished microencapsulation box in the
manner outfined in the facility's Permit and the RCRA Part B Permit Application. As noted in
the October 19, 2001, NOV/RTC, ESOI was returned to compliance for these violations.

ESOl's October 30, 2001, response correctly indicated that Chio EPA improperly cited Order
V.5 of the April 24, 2000, Director's Consent Order & Final Judgement, as vehicles hauling
treated hazardous wastes do not exit through SCB door 131. Therefore, Ohio EPA is retracting
the Order V.5 portion of violation number one of its October 19, 2001, CEI NOV/RTC.

ESQl's response also indicated that the hazardous waste tracking incident described in the
October 19, 2001, NOV/RTC did not involve “tracking” but rather “spotting,” and, therefore,
Ohio EPA should also retract the Permit Condition F.2(k) portion of violation number one. Ohio
EPA is maintaining the Permit Condition F.2(k) portion of violation number one of the

October 19, 2001, CEl NOV/RTC letter. Hazardous waste which exits the SCB, whether it has
adhered to equipment (wheels, tracks or any portion of the machine) or personnel (shoes,
clothing) and then falls to the ground outside the unit is considered “tracking.” Please also note
that even the aforementioned Order V.5 refers to waste that “has fallen from” a vehicle exiting
the SCB as an incident constituting “tracking.”

@ Printed on Re&ycled Paper



Mr. Ken Humphrey
January 23, 2002
Page Two

ESOI has also requested that Ohio EPA retract the second violation regarding the facility's
failure to inspect finished microencapsulation boxes by opening the cardboard from top to
bottom to allow adequate inspection of the setup encapsulant/cement. During the inspection,
Ohio EPA personnel noted that the cardboard box, which was identified with profile number
11753 and load number 109260013, had not been inspected in a manner that is consistent with
either Permit Condition F.3(e)(1)(a) or the RCRA Part B Permit Application. The facility
believes that Ohio EPA has reinterpreted Permit Condition F.3(e)(i)(a) and Permit Application
Section D, Subsection D-6j. However, ESOl's permit application specifically states that,
“Finished boxes are inspected by cutting the cardboard from top to bottom . . .” Therefore, Ohio
EPA is maintaining the initial citation of Permit Condition F.3(e)(i)(a) and Permit Application
Section D, Subsection D-6j violation of the October 19, 2001, CEl NOV/RTC letter.

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at (419) 698-3130.

Sincerely,

A

Jason M. Romp
Environmental Specialist
Division of Hazardous Waste Management

[C8

pc: Oregon Document Depository - General Correspondence
Mayor Marge Brown, City of Oregon
Paul Little, U.S. EPA, Region &
Harry Sarvis, DHWM, CO
Tammy McConnell, DHWM, CO, IT&TSS
DHWM, NWDO File

ec: Michael Terpinski, DHWM, NWDO
Eric Getz, DHWM, NWDO
On-site Inspectors

NOTICE: Ohio EPA's failure to list specific deficiencies or violations in this letter does not
relieve your company from having to comply with all applicable regulations.




State of Ohio Envircnmental Protection Agency

Northwest Dislrict Office

347 North Dunbridge Road TELE: (419) 352-8461 FAX: (419) 352-8468 ' Bob Taft, Governor
Bewling Green, OH 43402-9398 : Christopher Jones, Director

Re: ESQOi Otter Creek Road Facility
OHD 045 243 706
RCRA Hazardous Waste

Lucas County
November 28, 2002 . Notice of Violation

Mr. Ken Humphrey
Environmental Director
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.
876 Otter Creek Road

Oregon, Chio 43616-1200

~ Dear Mr. Humphrey:

On November 6, 7, 8 and 12, 2002, Dave Ferguson and [, representing the Ohio Environmental
Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), conducted a hazardous waste compliance evaluation inspection (CEl) of
the Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.'s (ESOI) treatment, storage and disposal facility located in Oregon,
Ohio. We inspected ESOI to determine its compliance with Ohio's hazardous waste laws as found in
Chapter 3734 of the Ohio Revised Code (ORC), Chapter 3745 of the Ohio Administrative Code (OAC)
and the terms and conditions of ESOI's installation and operating permit issued by the Hazardous Waste

Facility Board (HWFB) and revised May 7, 1996, by the Director of Ohio EPA, and the April 24, 2000,
Director's Consent Order and Final Judgement.

The CEl included a tour of the facility and a review of written documentation. The facility was
represented by Don Steyer, Bob Morris, Dave Ridenour and yourself. Enclosed you will find a copy of

the checklists completed during the inspection and a process summary indicating hazardous wastes
generated at the site.

The ground water monitoring program and financial assurance sections of the CEIl checklist were not
reviewed during this inspection. Ohio EPA’'s Northwest District Office conducts a separate and
comprehensive evaluation of ESOI's entire ground water monitoring program annually in the spring. in
addition, Ohio EPA’s Central Office also performs a separate review of ESOVs financial assurance
program annually.

During the inspection, we found the following violation of Ohio’s hazardous waste laws:

1. Manifest Discrepancies — OAC 3745-54-72(B):

“Upon discovering a significant discrepancy, the owner or operator shalf attempt to reconcife the
discrepancy with the waste generalor or transporter (e.g., with telephone conversations). If the
discrepancy is not resolved within fifteen days after receiving the waste, the owner or operator
“shall immediately submit to the director a letter describing the discrepancy and atfempts to
reconcife if, and a copy of the manifest or shipping paper at issue.”

Permit Condition B.3(a}{v){a):

“... The Permittee shall notify the generator upon discovering a significant discrepancy.
If the discrepancy is nof rasolved within fifteen (15) days, the Permittee shall
immediately submit to the Director a lefter describing the discrepancy, atfernpts to

reconcife the discrepancy, and a copy of the manifest or shipping paper at issue. OAC
Rule 3745-54-72(B).”
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Mr. Ken Humphrey
November 26, 2002
Page Two

On September 12, 2002, ESOIl received a truck shipment of hazardous waste under state
manifest document number NJA 3191923 (enclosed). The generator weight for item 13 on the
manifest did not agree with the quantity determined by ESOI's scales, and the discrepancy
amounted to more than ten percent in weight, which constitutes a significant discrepancy. ESOI
immediately started investigating the weight discrepancy with the transporter. In a letter dated
October 4, 2002, (enclosed), the transporter explained the cause of the discrepancy. On
October 8, 2002, ESOI finished its investigation into the discrepancy with the transporter and
determined that the generator’s weight listed on the manifest was correct. On October 25, 2002,
ESOI sent a letter (enclosed) to the director describing the discrepancy and attempts to reconcile
it, and a copy of the manifest at issue.

ESOI viclated OAC Rule 3745-54-72(B) and Permit Condition B.3(a)(v)(a) when it failed to
immediately submit a letter to the director when the discrepancy had not been resolved within 15
days of receiving the waste. In order to abate this violation, please respond to me in writing with
ESOI's plan to avoid similar violations in the future. Please submit your response within 30
days of ESOI's receipt of this letter.

The Division of Hazardous Waste Management has created an electronic news service to provide you
with quick and timely updates on events and news related to hazardous waste activities in Ohio. If you
haven’t already, we encourage you to sign up for this free service. You can find more information at the
following Web link http://www.epa.state.oh.us/dhwm/listserv.html. Please feel free to share this
information with your colleagues.

As we discussed during the inspection, you may be able to reduce the waste your company generates.
If you find ways to recycle, reduce or altogether eliminate the amount of waste that your company

generates, you may be able to reduce treatment and disposal costs, and you may possibly reduce your
regulatory requirements.

If you have any questions or concerns, please call me at (419)698-3130.

AR
Jason M. Romp

Environmental Specialist
Division of Hazardcus Waste Managemenit

Sincerely,

fcs

Enclosure

pc wlenclosure: Tammy McConnell, DHWM, CO, IT&TSS
Oregon Document Depository - General Correspondence
DHWM, NWDO File

pc w/o enclosure; Paul Little, U.S. EPA, Region V
Jack McMannus, AGO
Mayor Marge Brown, City of Oregon
Cindy Lohrbach, DHWM, NWDO

ec: Shannon Nabors, DHWM, NWDO
Harry Sarvis, DHWiM, CO
Michael Terpinski, DHWM, NWDO
Colleen Weaver, DHWM, NWDO
On-site Inspectors, DHWM, NWDO



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northwest District Office

347 North Dunbridge Road TELE: (41' 0) 352-8461 FAX: (419) 352-8468 Bob Taft, Governor
Bowling Green, OH 43402-9398

Re:  ESQI Otter Creek Road Facility
OHD 045 243 706
RCRA Hazardous Waste
Lucas County

Compliance Evaluation Inspection
November 19, 2004 Notice of Compliance

Mr. Kenneth:‘Humphirey’ L
Environtental Affairs Director . 7 -
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.

876 Otter Creek Road

Oregon, Ohio 43616-1200

Dear Mr. Humphrey:

On October 26, 2004, through October 29, 2004, and continuing on November 4, 2004, Gary
Deutschman and | conducted a compliance evaluation inspection (CEIl) at Envirosafe Services
of Ohio, inc’s (ESOI) hazardous waste treatment, storage and disposal facility (TSDF) located
at 8§76 Otter Creek Road in Oregon, Ohio. Representing ESOI were you, Mr. Robert Morris,
and Mr. Donald Steyer. Ohio EPA conducted this inspection to determine ESOI's compliance
with Ohio's hazardous waste laws as found in Chapter 3734 of the Ohio Revised Code (ORC)
and Chapter 3745 of the Ohio Administrative Code (OAC), ESOI's July 23, 1991, Ohio
Hazardous Waste Facility Installation and Operation Permit (permit), and the April 24, 2000, |
Director's Consent Order and Final Judgment. During the CEl, we also helped you identify
ways to prevent poliution by reducing waste. Our inspection included an observation of facility
operations and a review of written documentation.

No violations of the facility’s hazardous waste permit or Chio’s hazardous waste laws were found
during this CEI; however, several areas of concern were discussed with you during an exit meeting
held on November 4, 2004, These concerns are as follows:

1. Ohio EPA is concerned that deficiencies discovered during routine inspections are not
being addressed properly. Ohio EPA observed rodent damage on Cells H, |, and G
during the CEl, and actual rodents moving in and out of burrow holes on the
embankment of the Cell H pond prior to the CEl. Ohio EPA made you aware of this
rodent activity; however, no damage to the closed cells is noted on any inspection
forms. Forinstance, on inspection forms PC-3, PC-1, and MF-12, evidence of rodent
damage on closed cells and in surface water management units is consistently marked

~either "NO” or "ACCEPTABLE". The intent of the inspection forms is to note problems
so that they can be remedied before they become a threat to human health and/or the
environment. Therefore, regardless of how insignificant an issue may appear, the
problem should be noted on the inspection form to ensure that proper follow-up is
conducted as required by your permit and Ohio’s hazardous waste rules. Since the CEI,

- ESOI has repaired the rodent holes Ohio EPA observed and has set traps to capture the
rodents. ESQI has also proposed to modify its inspection forms to ensure that
inspection questions are being answered properly. Please contact me prior to making
any changes to the facility’s inspection forms. Upon concurrence, ESOI must submit

any modification made to the inspection forms in accordance with OAC Rule 3745-50-
51.

@ Printed on Recycled Paper

Christopher Jones, Director



Mr. Kenneth Humphrey
November 19, 2004
Page Two

2. Ohio EPA observed that out-dated inspection forms were being used when inspecting
the lab tank and the waterline trench. ESOI should ensure that its inspectors are using
copies of the inspection forms found in the facility’s approved permit application when
inspections are conducted.

3. According to Permit Condition H.1.(e)(i), the Permittee shall update Attachment B to the
L permit annually for new waste codes that the facility accepts. Attachment B has not
been updated accordingly. However, an up-to-date waste code list is available in the
facility’s Part A Permit Application, and waste codes received by the facility are
submitted to Ohio EPA with the facility’s annual report. Ohio EPA advises ESOI to
either modify any permit conditions that reference Attachment B so that the Part A
Permit Application is referenced in its place; or, modify Attachment B so that it correctly
reflects all of the waste codes that ESO1 is permitied to accept for storage, treatment,

and disposal. Modifications must be conducted in accordance with OAC Rule 3745-50-
51.

4, According to Permit Condition I.1.(c)(iv){a}, “No trees, shrubs, or other deep-rooted
plants shall be allowed to grow on closed waste units”. As stated in a retum to
compliance letter dated September 17, 2003, *ESOI shall maintain compliance with the
rule by manually removing trees, shrubs or other deep-rooted plants from the areas of
the closed waste units which cannot be reasonably mowed. ESOI shall remove the
trees, shrubs or other deep-rooted plants in the fall quarter of each year. ESQI shall
notify an Ohio EPA on-site inspector verbally, by letter, or by telephone at least 48 hours
prior to beginning the vegetation removal efforts. Any damage to the closed waste unit
cover system caused by the growth or remaval of trees, shrubs or other deep-rooted
plants shall be promptly repaired.” During the CEIl, Ohio EPA observed trees and shrubs
growing on Cells G and H. ESOI must remove all shrubs and trees growing on closed
cells in accordance with both the permit and the return to compliance agreement. ESOI
should provide me with a schedule for the removal of the trees and shrubs observed
during the CEL

As we discussed during the inspection, you may be able to reduce the waste your company
generates. If you find ways to recycle, reduce or altogether eliminate the amount of waste that
your company generates you may be able to reduce treatment and disposal costs. And, you
may possibly reduce your regulatory requirements.

nclosed you will find a cbpy of the checkiists that we completed during the inspection. Should
you have any questions, please feel free to call me at (419)698-3130.



Mr. Kenneth Humphrey
November 19, 2004
Page Three

You can find copies of the rules and other information on the division’s web page at
hitp://www.epa.state.oh.us/dhwm. Ohio EPA also has helpful information about pollution
prevention at the following web address: http://www.epa.state.oh.us/opp.

Sincerely,

Rahel S. Babb
District Representative
Division of Hazardous Waste Management

/cs
Enclosure

pc (w/enclosure): Oregon Document Depository
Tammy McConnell, DHWM, IT&TSS, CO
DHWM, NWDO File

pc (w/o enclosure):  Mayor Marge Brown, City of Oregon
Jack McMannus, AGO
Paul Little, U.S. EPA, Region V
Cindy Lohrbach, DHWM, NWDO

ec: Shannon Nabors, District Chief, NWDO
 Harry Sarvis, DHWM, CO
Jeanette Smith, DHWM, CO
Michael! Terpinski, DHWM, NWDO
Gary Deutschman, DHWM, NWDO
Colleen Weaver, DHWM, NWDO
On-site Inspector, DHWM, NWDO

Note

Ohio EPA'’s failure to list specific deficiencies or violations in this letter does not relieve your
company from having to comply with all applicable regulations.




State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Morthwest District Office

347 North Dunbridge Read : TELE: (419) 352-84581 FAX: (419) 352-8468 Bob Taft, Governcr
Bowiing Green, OH 43402-9398 Christopher Jones, Director

Re: ESOI Otter Creek Road Fac:ilty
RCRA TSDF
OHD 045 243 706
Lucas County
Return to Compliance

November 13, 2003

Mr. Kenneth Humphrey, Environmental Director
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.

876 Otter Creek Road

Oregon, Ohio 43615-1200

Dear Mr. Humphrey:

| received your response fo my September 12, 2003, Notice of Viclation (NOV) letter on September 22,
2003. Your response included your answers o the issues sited in reference to monthly submission of
leachate reports (Permit Condition K.4{a)(i}), failure to run the M3 Secondary sump by-monthly as
required by the permit (Permit Condition K.4(a)(iii}(a})), and exclusion of required certification statement in
reports submitted fo the Ohio EPA (Permit Condition A.23). In addmon a response {o concerns regarding
M1 Secondary lLevel Transducers were aiso addressed.

After review of the letter, Ohio EPA position is as follows:
1. Permit Condition K.4(a)(i)

This violation is not rescinded. ESOI has returned to compliance by submitting to the Ohioc EPA,
oh a monthly basis primary and secondary leachate collection and removal systems records for

Cell M. ESOI is up to date by submitting the leachate report for the month of September on
October 9, 2003.

2. Permit Condition K.4{a)(ii)}(a)
Ohio EPA relies on accurate and complete reporting by ESOI to ascertain compliance with Chio’s
hazardous waste laws as found in Chapter 3734 of the Ohio Revised Code (ORC), Chapter 3745
of the Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) and the terms and conditions of ESQOI’s Installation and
Operation Permit (Permit). ESOI failed to accurately report that the M3 Secondary sump has
been operated in bi-weekly basis in the period in question. This violation is not rescinded.

ESO1 has returned to compliance by submitting an accurate report indicating the bi-weekly
- operation of the M3 Secondary sump in a letter dated September 16, 2003.

3. Permit Condition A.23

This violation is not rescinded. ESOI has return to compliance by including the certification
statement in the cover letter dated September 16, 2003, including the Cell M leachate reports.

ESOI has satisfactorily addressed the concern regarding the leachate reading for M1 Secondary
sump.

@ Printed on Recycled Paper



Mr. Kenneth Humphrey
November 13, 2003
Page Two

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at (419)698-3130.

Sincerely,

Edgar V. Puylido, ESII
Division of Hazardous Waste Management

/cs

pc: Oregon Document Depository
Mayor Marge Brown, City of Oregon
Paul Little, U.S. EPA, Region V
Harry Sarvis, DHWM, CO
Tammy McConnell, DHWM, IT&TSS, CO
DHWM, NWDO File

ec: Michael Terpinski, Supervisor, DHWM, NWDO
Eric Getz, Supervisor, DHWM, NWDO
Gary Deutschman, DHWM, NWDO
John Pasquarette, Manager, DHWM, NWDO
On-site Inspectors

NOTICE: Ohio EPA’s failure to list specific deficiencies or violations in this letter does not relieve
your company from having to comply with all applicable regulations.




State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Morthwest District Oiffice

347 North Dunbridge Road TELE: (419) 352-8461 FAX: (419) 352-8468 Bob Taft, Governor
Bowling Green, OH 43402-2398 Christophet Jenes, Director

Re: ESCI Otter Creek Road Facility
RCRA TSDF
OHD 045 243 706
Lucas County
November 14, 2003 Return to Compliance

Mr. Kenneth Humphrey, Environmental Director Corrected Copy
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc. :

876 Otter Creek Road

Oregon, Ohio 43616-1200

Dear Mr. Humphrey:

Thank you for your September 22, 2003, response to my September 12, 2003, Notice of Violation (NOV)
letter that sited violations that were based on a review of the Cell M Leachate Reports for the months of
November 2002 through April 2003 at Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.,’s (ESONI) treatment, storage and
disposal facility (TSDF) located at 8768 Otter Creek Road, Oregon, Chio.

Your September 22, 2003, response included answers to the issues sited in reference to monthly
submission of leachate reports, failure to run the M3 Secondary sump by-monthly, and exclusion of
required certification statement in reports submitted to the Ohio EPA. In addition, a response to concerns
regarding M1 Secondary Level Transducers was also addressed.

Afier my review of the September 22, 2003, response, Ohio EPA’s position is as follows:

1. Permit Condition K.4(a)(i}:

As originally stated: “Ohio EPA has not received any Cell M leachate monitoring reports from
ESOI since Aprif 2003 '

This violation is not rescinded. ESOI has abated this violation by submitting to the Ohio EPA, all
leachate monitoring reports for Cell M from April 2003 to August 2003. ESOl is up to date by
submitting the leachate report for the month of September on October 9, 2003.

2. Permit Condition K.4{a)(iii}{a):

As originally stated: “For sub-cells which do not have commercially available levei monitoring
equipment, ESO! must monitor for the presence of liquid in the Secondary Leachate Coflection
System (SLCS) by semiweekly (Sunday through Saturday) activation of the sub-cell pump until
pump cavitation occurs or liguid flow ceases. Removal of liquids shall continue until such time as
pump cavitation occurs or liquid flow ceases.”

Ohio EPA relies on accurate and complete reporting by ESOI to ascertain compliance with Ohio’s
hazardous waste laws as found in Chapter 3734 of the Ohio Revised Code (ORC), Chapter 3745
of the Ohio Administrative Code (OAC), and the terms and conditions of ESO/’s Installation and
Operation Permit (Permit). ESOI failed to accurately report that the M3 Secondary sump has
been operated on a bi-weekly basis in the period in question. This violation is not rescinded.

ESC! has abated this violation by submitting an accurate report indicating the bi-weekly operation
of the M3 Secondary sump in a letter dated September 16, 2003.

@ Printed on Recycled Paper



Mr. Kenneth Humphrey
November 14, 2003
Page Two

3. Permit Condition A.23:

As originally stated: “ESOI has not included the certification statement as required by the permit
with monthly Cell M leachate monitoring reports.”

This violation is not rescinded. ESOI has abated this violation by including the certification
statement in the cover letter dated September 16, 2003, including the Cell M leachate reports.

In addition, the Ohio EPA expressed concern regarding the leachate reading for the M1 Secondary sump.

ESOI has satisfactorily addressed this concern.
If you have any questions or concems, please contact me at (419)698-3130.

Sincerely,

Dors Dutr. Pkl

Edgar V. Pulido
Division of Hazardous Waste Management

/cs

pc: Oregon Document Depository
Mayor Marge Brown, City of Oregon
Paul Little, U.S. EPA, Region V
Harry Sarvis, DHWM, CO
Tammy McConnell, DHWM, IT&TSS, CO
DHWM, NWDO File

ec: Michael Terpinski, Supervisor, DHWM, NWDOC
Eric Getz, Supervisor, DHWM, NWDO
Gary Deutschman, DHWM, NWDO
John Pasquarette, Manager, DHWM, NWDO
On-site Inspectors

NOTICE: Ohio EPA’s failure to list specific deficiencies or violations in this letter does not relieve
your company from having to comply with all applicable regulations.




MEMORANDUM TO: Mike Valentino, DE-9], USEPA Region 5, 77 West Jackson
Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois 60604

FROM: Lynn Ackerson, Ohio EPA NWDO, Division of Hazardous Waste
Management, 347 North Dunbridge, Bowling Green, Ohio 43402

DATE: 26 April 1999
Mr. Valentino,

Enclosed are the photo’s you requested in March. Some of the photos clearly show
what appears to be K061 dust. Some of the photo’s show dust build-up but it isn’t
that reddish-brown color like the K061 dust.

This week Shannon Nabors, Chuck Hull, and Erik Wineland are attending a hearing
over ESOI’s request to stay the Orders issued by OEPA in March. The appeal
hearing will follow. Also, ESOI received OEPA’s NOV from the December inspection
around the same time they received USEPA’s NOV. Needless to say, they’re very
busy these days.

In an April 1, 1999, inspection of the stabilization plant Erik Wineland and I found
numerous violations including overflowing sort bins, open hazardous waste containers
and tracking of hazardous waste outside the building.

I appreciate the opportunity to offer you my assistance and will be happy to gather
any further information you may require.

" Lynn Ackerson



Photo 1: Hazardous Waste Drum located in the Non-hazardous
Storage Area that is dated 2/1/95



Photo 2: Hazardous Waste Drum located in the Non-hazardous
Storage Area that is dated 2/1/95. The drums were stacked 3
e fu i



is being allowed to evaporate
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Photo 4: Unlabeled and opened container in the gun cleaning booth



Photo 5: Opened and unlabeled tote containing gun cleaning waste
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Photo 8: Open funnel on drum (same as photo 8)



Photo 9:

Drum of unknown material with a green substance spilling
on the ground
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ENVIROSAFE

————————— ENVIROSAFE SERVICES OF OHIO, INC.

March 18, 2014

Ms. Susan Hedman, Regional Administrator O
USEPA, Region 5 APR 0 2 Jon
77 West Jackson Boulevard LARND AND o o,
Mail Cod R-19J U.S. Foa - - -ALS DIy
Chicago, IL 60604-3507 ~H T REUION
RE: Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc
EPA |.D. Number OHD 045 243 706
Notice for Importation of Hazardous Waste

Dear Ms. Hedman:

In accordance with 40 CFR 264.12(a), Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc. (ESOI) is providing
notification that it intends to import hazardous waste from the following foreign source:

Foreign Source Importer

Tonolli Canada Ltd Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.
1333 Tonolli Road 876 Otter Creek Road
Mississauga, ON Oregon, OH

L4Y 4C2 43616

EPA ID Number: OHD 045 243 706
Woaste Code: D008
Waste Name: Separators
Process Generating Waste: Recycling of Lead Acid Batteries

ESOI is providing this notice at least four weeks in advance of the date the waste is expected to
arrive at the facility. ESOI will comply with 40 CFR 262.60 (Imports of Hazardous Waste) and has
the appropriate permits for, and will accept, the waste the generator is shipping.

If you have any questions, please contact Stephen DelLussa at 215-659-2001 extension 15.

Douglas E. Roberts
President

cC:
Corey Heenan, ESOI

Lisa Humphrey, ESOI
Stephen DelLussa, ETI




ENVIROSAFE

————m——— ENVIROSAFE SERVICES OF OHIQ, INC.
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Form for Bringing New (Never Catalogued) RCRA Files

to the Region 5 RCRA Records Center

Today's Date:

’2; g; | r7— .

h f!E i i . !,, | | § T ‘}.,—‘_]
Your pame: J\Jt Lelnge | \fu [é’LW(wm Phone: _@_’LLLO&L-
oo A T
Site Name: LNVIrDs44c ol Ub\f &
{ J K ~
) AT el ,fv f . —
Site EPA 1D Number: LA EV\’LLL’? L LBy

[amm——

 Typels) of documents:

RCRA CA RFA

CRCRACARF]
RCRA CA CMS

RCRA CA CNMI

RCRA enforcement }/

RCRA permit

TS5CA spill cleanup | o
Other {describe):

Quantity of documents: # of boxes:

# ot folders:

-

Is any information sensitive or FOlA-exempt? Yes

If yes, why is it sensitive/FOlA-exempt?
RCRA CBI

@

=]

&

" No

v

Attorney-client privilege records for an on-going EPA legal action
Attorney work product for an on-going EPA tegal action

Would reveal EPA’s internal deliberations for an on-going legal action
Contains personal privacy info {e.g. 55N, home address, or medical info)
Related to an ongoing cwvil or criminal investigation

Coutd identify a confidential source

Would reveal EPA law enforcement techniques or procedures

PLEASE SEGREGATE Ai‘\!‘f‘; SENSITIVE/EXEMPT INFORMATION

AND IDENTIFY IT AS SUCH.

7

Can documents go straight to the Federal Record Center (archives)? Yes ¢  No.
(Documents can be recalled from FRCin 48-72 hours)

revised September 26, 2016



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 5
77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
281891 CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590

CERTIFIED MATL NO., Z 410 698 907
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:

DRE-BJ

C. T. Corporation System
Registered Agent for:
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.
815 Superior Avenue, N.E.
Cleveland, Ohio 44114

Re: Administrative Complaint, Proposed Compliance
Order and Notice of Opportunity For Hearing
iggued to Envirosafe Services of Chio, Inc.
U.S. EPA I1.D. No.: OHD 045 243 706

&RCRA- 97-00 8

To Whom It May Concexrn:

Enclosed please find an Administrative Complaint, Proposed
Compliance Order and Notice of Opportunity For Hearing
(“Complaint”), which alleges multiple violationsg of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (*RCRA”), as amended, 42 U.S.C.

88 6901 through 6992k, by Envirosafe Services of Chio, Inc.
("ESOI") at its facility located at 876 Otter Creek Road, Oregon,
Lucas County, OChio. The United States Environmental Protection
Agency (*U.S. EPA") is authorized to take this action pursuant to
Section 3008 (a) of RCRA, 42 U.8.C. § 6928(a). The specific
violationg alleged are set forth in the Complaint.

Ag more fully discussed in the section of the Complaint entitled
Notice Of Opportunity For Hearing, ESOI may contest any part of
the Complaint by filing a written answer to the Complaint within
thirty (30) days of service of this Complaint upon ESOI. The
Answer must comport with the reguirements of the “Consolidated
Rules of Practice Governing the Administrative Agsesgssment of
Civil Penalties And the Revocation or Suspension of Permits”

(“Rules of Practice”), 40 C.F.R. Part 22, which require, among
other things that the Answer state whether ESOI requests a
hearing. 40 C.F.R. § 22.15(b). A copy of the Rules of Practice

is enclosed for your convenience. The original copy of the
Answer, and the original copy of all other pleadings or documents
filed in this case shall be filed with Regional Hearing Clerk,

Recycled/Recyclable-Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper (40% Posiconsumer)



whose address is:

Ms. Sonja Brooks

Regional Hearing Clerk

U.S. EPA, Region 5 (R-19J)

77 West Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590

A copy of each pleading or other document filed in this action
should also be delivered the following attorney who represents
the Complainant in this matter:

Timothy J. Chapman

Assistant Regional Counsel
U.S. EPA, Region 5 (C-293)
77 West Jackson Boulevard
- Chivayo, Illinois 60604-3590

Mr. Chapman may be contacted by telephone at (312) 886-6829.

Regardless of whether ESOI chooses to request a hearing within
the prescribed time limit following the service of this
Complaint, ESOI may request an informal settlement conference.
Topics for discussion at the settlement conference may include
the establishment of a compliance schedule or the mitigation of
the proposed penalty in accordance with relevant Agency guidance.
A request for an informal settlement conference with the U.S. EPA
will not affect or extend the thirty (30) day deadline to file an
Answer 1n order to aveid a Finding of Default on the Complaint.

A request for an informal settlement conference should be
directed to the attorney whose name and address appear above.

Sincerely vyours,

N }447‘“‘“7/‘“"\

Foseph M. Boyle, Chief
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division




whose address is:

Ms. Sonja Brooks

Regional Hearing Clerk

U.S. EPA, Region 5 (R-19J)

77 West Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, Illinocis 60604-3530

A copy of each pleading or other document filed in this action
should also be delivered the following attorney who represents
the Complainant in this matter:

Timothy J. Chapman

Assistant Regional Counsel
U.S. EPA, Region 5 (C-29A)
77 West Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590

Mr. Chapman may be contacted by telephone at (312) 886-6829.

Regardless of whether ESOI chooses to request a hearing within
the prescribed time limit following the service of this
Complaint, ESOI may request an informal settlement conference.
Topics for discussion at the settlement conference may include
the establishment of a compliance schedule or the mitigation of
the proposed penalty in accordance with relevant Agency guidance.
A request for an informal settlement conference with the U.S. EPA
will not affect or extend the thirty (30) day deadline to file an
Answer in order to avoid a Finding of Default on the Complaint.

A request for an informal settlement conference should be
directed to the attorney whose name and address appear above.

Sincerely yours,

fdoseph M. Boyle, Chief
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division




Enclosures

cc: Linda Welch, OEPA
Ed Hammett, OEPA



UNITED STATES ENVIROMMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 5
IN THE MATTER OF:

ENVIROSAFE SERVICES OF OHIO, INC.
Oregcn, Chio,

Docket MNo.

RA» '87-008

U.2. EPA I.D. No: OHD 045 243 706

Respondent.

P Y JL W L e

ECEIVE

vbixwv?gg~
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1. This is a civil administrative action instituted
pursuant to Section 3008(a) (2} of the Rescurce Conservation and
Recovery Act ("RCRA"), 42 U.S.C. § 6928(a) (2), and Sections
22.01(a) (4) and 22.13 of the Consclidated Rules of Practice
Governing the Administrative Assessment of Civil FPenalties and
. the Revocation or Suspension of Permitsg (“Rules of Practice"},

40 C.F.R. 8§ 22.01(a) (4), 22.13.

2. The Chief, Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch,
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division, Region 5, United States
Environmental Protection Agency (“U.S. EPA"), is, by lawful

delegation, the Complainant.



- D
3. The Respondent is Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.
(*Envirosafe” or “Respondent”), which, continuously sinée before
November 7, 1988, has been a corporation organized under the laws

of the State of Ohio.

4. Respondent is a "person” as defined at Section 1004 (15)

of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6503(15).

5. Section 3001 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6921, authorizes the
Administrator of U.S. EPA to identify criteria of “hazardous
waste,” as defined at Secticn 1004 (5) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C.

§ 6903(5), and to list gpecific hazardous wastes.

6. Pursuant to Section 3001 of RCRA, 42 U.8.C. § 6921, the
Administrator of U.S. EPA first identified criteria of hazardous
waste and listed specific hazardous wastes on May 19, 1980
(45 Fed. Reg. 33119), which were codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 261.
From time to time thereafter, the Administrator has amended the

regulations at 40 C.F.R. Part 261.

7. Section 3004 of RCRA, 42 U.S5.C. § 6924, authorizes the
Administrator of U.S. EPA to promulgate regulations, applicable
to owners and operators of facilities for the treatment, storage,
or disposal (“TSD") of identified or listed hazardous waste,
establishing such performance standards as may be necessary to

protect human health and the environment.
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8. Pursuant to Section 3004 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. & 5924, the
Administrator of U.8. EPA first promulgated regulations
applicable to hazardous waste TSD facilities on May 19, 1980
(45 Fed. Reg. 33221}, which were codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 264.
From time to time thereatfter, the Administrateor has amended the

regulations at 40 C.F.R. Part 264.

9. Section 300% of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6925, authorizes the
Administrator of U.S. EPA to promulgate regulations establishing

a permit program for hazardous waste TSD facilities.

10. Pursuant to Section 3005 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6925, the
Administrator of U.S. EPA first promulgated regulations
establishing a permit program for hazardous waste TSD facilities
on April 1, 1983 (48 Fed. Reg. 14228}, which were codified at
40 C.F.R. Part 270. From time to time thereafter, the

Administrator has amended the regulations at 40 C.F,R. Part 270.

11. Section 3006(b) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6926(b),
authorizes States, upon approval by the Administrator of
U.S5. EPA, to operate hazardous waste programs in lieu of the

Federal program established under RCRA.

12. On June 30, 1989, pursuant to Section 3006 (k) of RCRA,
42 U.5.C. § 6926(b), the Administrator of U.S8. EPA first granted

final authorization to the State of Ohic to administer and
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enforce a hazardous waste program in the State of Ohio that
partially operated in lieu of the Federal program established
under RCRA. 54 Fed. Reg. 27173. The authorized program for the
State of Qhio has, from time to time, been amended and is

codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 272, Subpart KK.

13. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 272.1800(¢c), U.S. EPA has
specifically reserved the right to exercise its enforcement
authorities under Sections 2007, 3008, 3013 and 7003 of RCRA,

42 U.S.C. §§ 6927, 6928, 6934 and 6973, including enforcement of

the incorporated state regulations.

14. Continuously since at least November 7, 1988,
Respondent owned and operated a facility located at 876 Otter

Creek Road, Oregon, Lucas County, Ohio (“the facility").

15. Continuously since at least November 7, 1988,
Respondent's activities at the facility have included the

treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous waste.

16. Continuously since at least November 7, 1988,
Respondent's facility has been designated by the unique U.S. EPA

identification number QHD 045 243 706.
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17. Continuously since at least November 7, 1988,
Respondent has been subject to the requirements of 40 C.F.R.

Parts 263 and 264 as they apply to the facility.

18. On November 7, 1988, pursuant to Section 3005 of RCRA,
42 U.S.C. § 6925, U.S. EPA issued to Respondent a hazardous waste

management permit for the facility (*the Permit”).

19. From time to time since November 7, 1988,'the Permit
has been modified in accordance with the regulations set forth at

40 C.F.R. Part 270.

20. 40 C.F.R. §8 270.30 sgtates that the conditions set forth
at 40 C.F.R. § 270.30 apply to all permits issued pursuant to

Section 3005 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6925.

21. 40 C.F.R, § 270.30(a} and Condition III.A, of the
Permit state the Respondent is only allowed to treat, store
and/or dispose of hazardous waste in accordance with the
conditions of the Permit, except as specifically exempted by law

from such compliance.

22. Pursuant to Section 3008(a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C.
§ 6928(a), U.S. EPA may issue to any person in violation of any
provision of Sections 3001 through 3023 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C.

§§ 6921 through 693%e, an order assessing a civil penalty for any
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past or current violation, requiring compliance immediately or

within a specified time period, or both.

23, Any violation of the requirements set forth at
40 C.F.R. Part 264, 40 C.F.R. § 270.30 and/or the Permit
constitutes a vioclation of RCRA subject to enforcement action

under Section 3008 (a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928(a).

24. The General Allegations of the Complaint are

incorporated by reference as though set forth here in full.

25. One of the buildings at the facility is known as the

“containment building.”

26. Respondent temperarily stores and treats wastes at the
containment building prior to ultimately disposing of such

treated wastes.

27. One of the wastes treated at the containment building

is electric arc furnace (“EAF"} dust.

28. EAF dust is generated from emission controls applied to

the primary production of steel in electric furnaces.
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29. EAF dust is listed as a hazardous waste under 40 C.F.R.
§ 261.32 under the unique U.S8. EPA hazardous waste identification

number K061.

30. EAF dust is a "hazardous waste” as defined by Section

1004(5) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C..§ 6903(5).

31. 40 C.F.R. § 264.1101{(c) (1) (iii) requires, among other
things, that each owner or operator of a containment building
take measures to prevent the tracking of hazardous waste out of

the unit by personnel or by equipment used in handling the waste.

32. Permit Condition V.H.2.a.i.cc. requires that Respondent
take measures to prevent the tracking of hazardous waste out of

the unit by personnel or by equipment used in handling the waste.

33. On December 31, 1996, EAF dust was present on the
ground outside of the containment building in which Respondent

was treating the EAF waste.

34. On December 31, 1996, Respondent failed to take
measures to prevent the tracking of hazardous waste out of the
containment building by personnel or by equipment used in

handling the waste.
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35. Respondent violated 40 C.F.R. § 264.1101(c} (1) (iii) and
Permit Condition V.H.2.a.i.cc. by failing to take measures to
prevent the tracking of hazardous waste out of the containment

building by personnel or by equipment used in handling the waste.

36. Respondent's violation of 40 C.F.R.
§ 264.1101(c) (1) (iii) and Permit Condition V.H.2.a.i.cc. subjects
Respondent to a civil penalty and/or compliance order pursuant to

Section 3008 (a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928{a).

COUNT IT
FATLURE TQ PROVIDE 24- NOTICE OF TRACKING VIOLAT

37. The General Allegations of the Complaint and the
allegations of Paragraphs 25 through 36 are incorporated by

reference as though set forth here in full.

38. 40 C.F.R. § 270.30(1) (6) (1) requires, among other
things, that the permittee notify the Regional Administrator
orally within 24 hours from the time the permittee becomes aware
of any non-compliance with the permit that may endanger human

health or the environment.

39. Permit Condition III.Q. regquires, among other things,
that Respondent notify the Regional Administrator orally within
24 hours from the time the permittee becomes aware of any
non-compliance with the permit that may endanger human health or

the environment.
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40, Respondent became aware of the unlawful tracking of EAF
dust out of the containment bullding, as described in Count I

above, no later than December 31, 1996.

41, The presence of EAF dust on the ground outgide of the
containment building may endanger human health or the

environment.

42. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 270.30(1) (8) (i) and Permit
Condition III.Q., Respondent was required to notify the Regional

Administrator orally on or before January 1, 1997.

43. Respcondent failed to notify the Regiocnal Administrator
of the unlawful tracking of EAF dust outside of the containment
building, as described in Count I above, on or before January 1,

1897.

44 . Respondent violated 40 C.F.R. § 270.30(1) (&) (i) and
Permit Condition III.Q. by failing to notify the Regional
Administrator orally on or before January 1, 1997, of the
unlawful tracking of EAF dust outside of the containment

building, as described in Count I above.

45. Respondent's violation of 40 C.F.R. § 270.30(1)(6) (i)

and Permit Condition III.Q. subjects Respondent to a civil
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penalty and/or compliance order pursuant to Section 3008(a) of

RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928(a).

COUNT TIT
(FAILURE TOQ PROVIDE 5-DAY NOTICE QF TRACKING VIOLATION)

46. The General Allegations of the Complaint and the
allegations of Paragraphs 25 through 36 are incorporated by

reference as though set forth here in full.

47. 40 C.F.R. § 270.30(1}) (6) (iii}) requires, aﬁong other
things, that the permittee notify the Regional Administrator in
writing within five days of the time the permittee becomes aware
of any non-compliance with the permit that may endanger human

health or the environment.

48. Permit Condition III.Q. reguires, among other things,
that Respondent notify the Regional Administrator in writing
within five days of the time the permittee becomes aware of any
non-compliance with the permit that may endanger human health or

the environment.

49. Respondent became aware of the unlawful tracking of EAF
dust out of the containment building, as described in Count I

above, no later than December 31, 1996.
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50. The presence of EAF dust on the ground cutside of the
containment building may endanger human health or the

environment.

51. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 270.30(1) (6) (iii) and Permit
Condition III.Q., Respondent was reqguired to notify the Regional

Administrator in writing on or before January 4, 1997.

52. Respondent failed to notify the Regional Administrator
of the unlawful tracking of EAF dust outside of the containment
building, as described in Count I above, on or before January 4,

1997,

53. Respondent vioclated 40 C.F.R. § 270.30(1) (6) (1iii) and
Permit Condition III.Q. by failing to notify the Regional
Administrator in writing on or before January 4, 1997, of the
unlawful tracking of EAF dust outgide of the containment

building, as described in Count I above.

54. Respondent's viclation of 40 C.F.R. § 270.30(1) (&) (iii)
and Permit Condition III.Q. subjects Respondent to a civil
penalty and/or compliance order pursuant to Section 3008(a) of

RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928 (a).
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COQUNT IV
EXCEEDANCE OF NTAINMENT WALL HEIGH

55. The General Allegations of the Complaint and the
allegations of Paragraphs 25 and 26 are incorporated by reference

as though set forth here in full.

56. One of the areas inside the containment building is

known as the "sort bin.”

57. One of the wastes stored and/or treated at the

containment building is slag from smelting operations.

58. Slag from smelting operations that is stored and/or
treated at the containment building is a “solid waste,” as

defined at 40 C.F.R. § 261.2.

59. Any éolid waste that contains more than five milligrams
per liter (“mg/1l”") of lead is listed as a hazardous waste under
40 C.F.R. § 261.24(b) under the unique U.S. EPA hazardous waste
identification number D008 because such waste exhibits the

characteristics of toxicity.

60. 40 C.F.R. § 264.1101(c) (1) (1i) requires that each owner
or operator of a containment building maintain the level of the
stored or treated hazardous waste within the containment walls of
the unit so that the height of any containment wall is not

exceeded.
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55. The General Allegations of the Complaint and the
allegations of Paragraphs 25 and 26 are incorporated by reference

as though set forth here in full.

56. One of the areas inside the containment building is

known as the “sort bin."

57. One of the wastes stored and/or treated at the

containment building is slag from smelting operations.

58. 8lag from smelting operationsg that ig stored and/or
treated at the containment building is a "solid waste,” as

defined at 40 C.F.R. § 261.2.

59. Any éolid waste that contains more than five milligrams
per liter ("'mg/l”) of lead is listed as a hazardous waste under
40 C.F.R. § 261.24(b) under the unique U.S. EPA hazardous waste
identification number D008 because such waste exhibits the

characteristics of toxicity.

60. 40 C.F.R. § 264.1101{c) (1} {(ii) regquires that each owner
or operator of a containment building maintain the level of the
stored or treated hazardous waste within the containment walls of
the unit so that the height of any containment wall is not

exceeded.
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67. Respondent violated 40 C.F.R. § 264.1101(c) {1) (ii) and
Permit condition V.H.2.a.i.bb. by failing to maiﬁtain the level
of the stored or treated hazardous waste within the containment
walls of the unit so that the height of a containment wall was

not exceeded.

68. Respondent's violation of 40 C.F.R.
§ 264.1101(c¢) (1) (ii) and Permit condition V.H.2.a.i.bb. subjects
Respondent to a civil penalty and/or compliance order pursuant to

Section 3008(a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928(a).

UNT Y
(EXCEEDANCE OF CONTAINMENT WALL HEIGHT)

69. The General Allegations of the Complaint and the
allegations of Paragraphs 25, 26 and 56 through 61 are

incorporated by reference as though set forth here in full.

70. On May 21, 1997, Respondent was storing slag from

smelting operations in the sort bin of the containment building.

71. On May 21, 1997, the slag contained in the sort bin of
the containment building contained lead in amounts greater than

five mg/1.

72. On May 21, 1997, the slag contained in the sort bin was

a listed hazardous waste under the unique U.S. EPA hazardous
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67. Respondent violated 40 C.F.R. § 264.1101(c) (1) (ii) and
Permit condition V.H.2.a.i.bb. by failing to maintain the level
of the stored or treated hazardous waste within the containment
walls of the unit so that the height of a containment wall was

not exceeded.

68. Respondent's vioclation of 40 C.F.R.
§ 264.1101(c) (1) (ii) and Permit condition V.H.2.a.i.bb. subjects
Respondent to a civil penalty and/or compliance order pursuant to

Section 3008(a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 69238 (a}).

COUNT V
{(EXCEEDANCE OF CONTAINMENT WALI. HEIGHT)

69. The General Allegations of the Complaint and the
‘allegations of Paragraphs 25, 26 and 56 through 61 are

incorporated by reference as though set forth here in full.

70. On May 21, 1997, Respondent was storing slag from

smelting operations in the sort bin of the containment building.

71. On May 21, 1997, the slag contained in the sort bin of
the containment building contained lead in amounts greater than

five mg/1l.

72. On May 21, 1997, the slag contained in the sort bin was

a listed hazardous waste under the unique U.S. EPA hazardous
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waste identification number D008 pursuant to 40 C.F.R.

§ 261.24(b).

73. On May 21, 1997, the slag in the sort bin of the
containment building exceeded the height of the containment wall

of the bin within which it was being stored and/or treated.

74, On May 21, 1997, Respondent failed te maintain the
level of the stored or treated hazardous waste within the
containment walls of the unit so that the height of a containment

wall was not exceeded,

75. Respondent violated 40 C.F.R. § 264.1101i(¢) (1) {11} and
Permit condition V.H.2.a.i.bb. by failing to maintain the level
of the stored or treated hazardous waste within the containment
walls of the unit so that the height of a containment wall was

not exceeded.

76. Respondent's violation of 40 C.F.R.
§ 264.1101(c) (1) (ii) and Permit condition V.H.2.a.i.bb. subjects
Respondent to a civil penalty and/or compliance order pursuant to

Section 3008{a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928(a).

QUNT VI
{FAILURE TO PROVIDE 7-DAY NOTICE QF LINER SYSTEM FAILURE)

77. The General Allegations of the Complaint are

incorporated by reference as though set forth here in full.
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78. Respondent operates one or more landfills at the

facility.
79. One landfill at the facility is known ag “Cell M."

B0. Cell M is divided into four separate areas called

‘phases,” one of which is called "Phase 1.”"

81. Respondent commenced construction of Cell M after

July 29, 1992.

82. Phase 1 of Cell M contains a liner system congigting of

at least a primary layer and a secondary layer.

83. The secondary layer of Phase 1 of Cell M consiests of a
lower component consisting of recompacted clay and an upper
component consisting of a high density polyethylene (“HDPE") that

is placed in direct contact with the lower component.

84. 40 C.F.R. § 264.31 requires that all facilities must be
designed, constructed, maintained, and operated to minimize the
possibility of, among other things, any unplanned sudden or
non-sudden release of hazardous waste or hazardous waste
constituents to air, soil, or surface water which could threaten

human health or the environment.
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85. 40 C.F.R. § 264.301{(c) (1) (ii) requires that hazardous

waste landfill units first constructed after July 29, 1992,

contain, among other things, a liner system that meets the

construction requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 264.301(a) (1) (i)-{(iii).

86. 40 C.F.R., § 264.301(a) (1) (ii) requires, among other
things, that the liner be constructed of materials that prevent
wastes from passing into the liner during the active life of the
facility, and that the liner be placed upon a foundation or base
capable of providing support tc the liner and resistance to
pressure gradients above and below the liner to prevent failure

of the liner due to settlement, compression or uplift.

87. Continuously since completion of the construction of
Phase 1 of Cell M, Respondent has been disposing of “hazardous
waste,” as defined by Section 1004 (5) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C.

§ 6203(5), into Phase 1 of Cell M.

88. The liner system of Phase 1 of Cell M is subject to the
reguirements of 40 C.F.R. §§ 264.31, 264.301{(c) (1) (ii) and

264.301(a) (1) (ii).

89. Prior to September 10, 1994, a bubble of liquid
developed between the HDPE component and the recompacted clay

component of the secondary layer of the liner sysi=m for Phase 1

of Cell M.
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90. On September 10, 1994, approximately 3,909 gallons of

trapped liquid were removed from the bubble.

91. The presence of the bubble between the HDPE component
and the recompacted clay component of the secondary layer of
Phase 1 of Cell M demonstrates a failure of the liner system to
perform in the manner of a liner system properly constructed in
accordance with the requirements as required by 40 C.F.R.

' §§ 264.31, 264.301(c) (1) (ii) and 264.301(a) (1) (ii).

92. Permit Condition V.I.l.o. requires Respondent to notify
the Regional Administrator of Region 5, U.S8. EPA, in writing
within seven days of the failure of the run-off management
system, cell liner sideslope, liner or piping materials, or
construction techniques to perform as required by, among other

things, the requirements set forth at 40 C.F.R. § 264.301(c).

93. At the very 1ateét, Respondent became aware of the
bubble condition, and therefore of the liner system failure, on

September 10, 1994.

94. Pursuant to Permit Condition V.I.1.0., Respondent was
required to notify the Regional Administrator of the failure of

the liner system on or before September 17, 1994,
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95. Respondent failed to notify the Regional Administrator
in writing on or before September 17, 1994, of any failure of the

liner system for Phase 1 of Cell M.

96. Respondent viclated Permit Condition V.I.l.o. by
failing to notify the Regional Administrator in writing on or
before September 17, 1994, of the failure of the liner system for

Phase 1 of Cell M.

97. Respondent's viclation of Permit Condition V.I.1l.o.
subjects Respondent to a civil penalty and/or compliance order

pursuant to Section 3008{(a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928(a).

FATL E PROVIDE 7-DAY NOTICE OQF LINE TE AILURE

98. The General Allegations of the Complaint and the -
allegations of Paragraphs 78 through 88 are incorporated by

reference as though set forth here in full.

99. Prior teo June 28, 1996, a bubble of liguid developed
between the HDPE component and the recompacted clay component of

the secondary layer of the liner system for Phase 1 of Cell M.

100. On June 28, 1996, approximately 1,180 gallons of

trapped liquid were removed from the bubble.



- 20 -

101. The presence of the bubble between the HDPE component
and the recompacted clay component of the secondary layexr of
Phase 1 of Cell M demonstrates a failure of the liner system to
perform in the manner of a liner system properly constructed-in
accordance with the requirements as required by 40 C.F.R.

§§ 264.31, 264.301(c) (1) (ii) and 264.301(a) (1) {(idi).

102, Permit Condition V.I.l.o. requires Regpondent to
notify the Regional Administrator of Region 5, U.S. EPA, in
writing within seven days of the failure of the run-off
management system, cell liner gideslope, liner or piping
materialg, or construction techniques to perform as required by,
among other things, the requirements set forth at 40 C.F.R.

.§ 264.301(c).

103. At the very latest, Respondent became aware of the
bubble condition, and therefore of the liner system failure, on

June 28, 19896,

104. Pursuant to Permit Condition V.I.l.o., Respondent was
required to notify the Regional Administrator of the failure of

the liner system on or before June 28, 1996,

105. Respondent failed to notify the Regional Administrator
in writing on or before June 28, 1996, of any failure of the

liner system for Phase 1 of Cell M,
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106. Respondent violated Permit Condition V.I.1l.o. by
failing to notify the Regional Administrator in writing on or
before June 28, 1996, of the failure of the liner gystem for

Phase 1 of Cell M.

107. Respondent's viclation of Permit Condition V.I.1l.o.
subjects Respondent to a ¢ivil penalty and/or compliance order

pursuant to Section 3008 (a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928(a).

108. The General Allegations of the Complaint are

incorporated by reference asg though set forth here in full.

109. Respondent operates and maintains multiple groundwater

monitoring wells (“GMWs”) at the facility.

110. Among the GMWs that Respondent operates and maintains

at the facility is a GMW designated as GMW MR-01D.

111. Permit Condition V.A.2.d.i. requires Respondent to
perform quarterly (January, April, July, October) sampling of the
GMWs listed in Attachments V-A through V-C of the Permit, and to

analyze those samples for the various contaminants.

112. GMW MR-01D is listed in Attachment V-B of the Permit.
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113. Pursuant to Permit Condition V.A.2.d.i., Respondent
wasg required during 1996 to perform quarterly sampling and

analysis of samples from GMW MR-01D.

114. Respondent failed tco sample or analyze samples taken

from GMW MR-01D during April 1996.

115. Respondent violated Permit Condition V.A.2.d.i. by
failing to sample or analyze samples taken from GMW MR-01D during

April 1996,

116. Respondent's violation of Permit Condition V.A.2.d.1i.
subjects Respondent to a civil penalty and/or compliance order

pursuant to Section 3008(a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928 (a).

COUNT IX
(FAILURE TO SAMPLE/ANALYZE AT GMW MR-01D - JULY 1996)

117. The General Allegations of the Complaint and the
allegations of Paragraphs 109 through 113 are incorporated by

reference as though set forth here in full.

118. Respondent failed to sample or analyze samples taken

from GMW MR-01D during July 1996.

119. Respondent violated Permit Condition V.A.2.d4.i. by

failing to sample or analyze samples taken from GMW MR-01D during

July 199s5.
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120. Resgpondent's violation of Permit Condition V.A.2.d.1.
subjects Respondent to a civil penalty and/or compliance order

pursuant to Section 3008(a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928(a).

121. The General Allegations of the Complaint and the

allegations of Paragraphs 109 through 113 are incorporated by

reference as though set forth here in full.

122. Respondent failed to sample or analyze samples taken

from GMW MR-01D during October 199s.

123. Respondent violated Permit Condition V.A.2.d.i. by
failing to sample'or analyze samples taken from GMW MR-01D during

October 1996.

124, Respondent's violation of Permit Condition V.A.2.d.1i.
subjects Respondent to a civil penalty and/or compliance order

pursuant to Section 3008(a}) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928 (a).

COUNT XTI
(FAILURE TQ SAMPLE/ANALYZE AT GMW MR-01S - APRIL 1996}

125. The General Allegations of the Complaint and the
allegations of Paragraph 109 are incorporated by reference as

though set forth here in full.
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126. Among the GMWs that Respondent operates and maintains

at the facility is a GMW designated as GMW MR-01S.

127. Permit Condition V.A.2.d.i. requires Respondent to
perform quarterly (January, April, July, October) sampling of the
GMWs listed in Attachments V-A through V-C of the Permit, and to

analyze those samples for various contaminants.
128. GMW MR-01S is listed in Attachment V-C of the Permit.

129. Pursuant to Permit Condition V.A.2.d.i., Respondent
was required during 1996 to perform quarterly sampling and

analysis of samples from GMW MR-01S.

130. Respondent failed to sample or analyze samples taken

from GMW MR-018 during April 1996.

131. Respondent vioclated Permit Condition V.A.2.d.i. by
failing to sample or analyze samples taken from GMW MR-01S during

April 1996.

132. Respondent's violation of Permit Condition V.A.2.d.i.
subjects Respondent to a c¢ivil penalty and/or compliance order

pursuant to Section 3008(a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928(a).



133. The General Allegations of the Complaint and the
allegations of Paragraphs 109 and 126 through 129 are

incorporated by reference as though set forth here in full.

134. Respondent failed to sample or analyze samples taken

from GMW MR-01S during July 1996.

135. Respondent violated Permit Condition V.A.2.d.i. by
failing to sample or analyze samples taken from GMW MR-01S during

July 1996,

136. Respondent's violation of Permit Conditien V.A.2.d.1i.
subjects Respondent to a civil penalty and/or compliance order

pursuant to Section 3008(a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928(a).

COUNT XITI
FAILURE T AMPLE/ANALYZE AT GMW MR-01S - OCTOBER 1996

137. The General Allegations of the Complaint and the
allegations of Paragraphs 109 and 126 through 129 are

incorporated by reference as though set forth here in full.

138. Respondent failed to sample or analyze samples taken

from GMW MR-01S during October 1996.
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139. Respondent violated Permit Condition V.A.Z.d.iu'by
failing tc sample or analyze samples taken from GMW MR-01S8 during

October 1996,

140. Respondent's violation of Permit Condition V.A.2.d.1i.
subjects Respondent to a civil penalty and/or compliance order
pursuant to Secticn 3008 (a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928(a}.

.

COUNT _XIV
(FAILURE TO NOTIFY OF CLASS 1 MODIFICATION - GMW MR-01(D))}

141. The General Allegations of the Complaint and the
allegations of Paragraphs 109 are incorporated by reference as

though set forth here in full.

142. Prior to August 22, 1996, Respondent had an existing

GMW at the facility designated as GMW MR-01 (D).

143. GMW MR-01(D) is listed in the Permit (Attachment V-C)

as a GMW subject to the requirements of the Permit.

144. On or about August 22, 1996, Respondent replaced GMW
MR-01 (D) because it had been damaged or had become inoperable,

but did not change the location, design or depth of the well.

145. 40 C.F.R. § 270.42, Appendix I, defines as a “Class 1"

permit modification the replacement of a GMW that has become
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damaged or inoperable, but which does not include a change in the

location, design or depth cof the well.

146. Respondent's replacement of GMW MR-01(D}) on or about
August 22, 1996, constitutes a Class 1 permit modification,

pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 270.42, Appendix I, to the Permit.

147. 40 C.F.R. § 270.42(a) (i) authorizes permittees to put
into effect Class I permit modifications provided that, for
U.3. EPA administered programs, the permittee notifies the
Regional Administrator by certified mail within seven calendar

days after the change is put into effect.

148. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 270.42{a) (i), Resgpondent was
required to notify the Regional Administrator by certified mail

on or before ABugust 29, 1996, of the replacement of GMW MR-01(D).

149. Respondent failed to notify the Regional Administrator
by certified mail on or before August 29, 1996, of the

replacement of GMW MR-01(D}.

150. Respondent violated 40 C.F.R. § 270.42(a) (i) by
failing to notify the Regional Administrator by certified mail on

or before August 29, 1996, of the replacement of GMW MR-01 (D).



- 28 -
151. Respondent's violation of 40 C.F.R. § 270.42(a) (1)
subjects Respondent to a civil penalty and/or compliance order

pursuant to Section 3008(a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928(a).

T XV
(FATILURE TO NOTIFY OF CLASS 1 MODIFICATION - GMW MR-01(S))

152. The General Allegations of the Complaint and the
allegations of Paragraphs 109 are incorporated by reference as

though set forth here in full.

153. Prior to August 22, 1996, Respondent had an existing

GMW at the facility designated as GMW MR-01(S).

154. GMW MR-01(S) is listed in the Permit (Attachment V-C)

as a GMW subject to the requirements of the Permit.

155. On or about August 22, 1996, Respondent replaced GMW
MR-01(S) because it had been damaged or had become inoperable,

but did not change the location, design or depth of the well.

156. 40 C.F.R. § 270.42, Appendix I, defines as-a "Class 1"
permit modification the replacement of a GMW that has become
damaged or inoperable, but which does not include a change in the

location, design or depth of the well.
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157. Respondent's replacement of GMW MR-01(S) on or about
August 22, 1996, constitutes a Class 1 permit modification,

pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 270.42, Appendix I, to the Permit.

158. 40 C.F.R. § 270.42(a) (i) authorizes permittees to put
into effect Class I permit modifications provided that, for
U.S. EPA administered programs, the permittee notifies the
Regional Administrator by certified mail within seven calendar

days after the change is put into effect.

15%. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 270.42(a) (i}, Respondent was
required to notify the Regional Administrator by certified mail

on or before August 29, 1996, of the replacement of GMW MR-01(S).

160. Respondent failed to notify the Regional Administrator
by certified mail on or before August 29, 1996, of the

replacement of GMW MR-01(S).

l61. Respondent violated 40 C.F.R. § 270.42(a) (i) by
failing to notify the Regional Administrator by certified mail on

or before August 29, 1996, of the replacement of GMW MR-01(S).

l162. Respondent's viclation of 40 C.F.R. § 270.42{a) (i)
subjects Respondent to a civil penalty and/or compliance order

pursuant to Section 3008(a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928(a).



Section 3008(a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928{(a), authorizess the
assegsment of a civil penalty of up to $25,000 per day for each
violation of Secticns 3001 through 3023 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C.

§§ 6921 through 6939e. Based upon the nature and seriousness of
the viclations alleged herein, the potential harm to human health
and the environment presented by the viclations, Respondent's
good faith efforts to comply, and the ability of.théwReépondent
to pay a civil penalty, Complainant proposes that Respondent be
assesgsed a civil penalty of ONE-HUNDRED FORTY THOUSAND THREE
HUNDRED FIFTY DOLLARS ($140,350.00) for the violations alleged in
this Complaint.

Complainant derived the penalties proposed in this Complaint
by applying the factors enumerated above to the particular
allegations that constitute the violations charged in this
action. The reasoning for each assessment is delineated in the
“RCRA Civil Penalty Policy” (October 1990). Attachment 1 to this
Complaint provides a detailed summary for the proposed civil
penalty as calculated in accordance with the RCRA Civil Penalty
Policy. The total civil penalty calculated in accordance with
the RCRA Civil Penalty Policy is $139,900.00.

However, pursuant to the Civil Penalties Inflation
Adjustment Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2461, as amended by the Debt
Collection Improvement Act of 1996, the c¢ivil penalty for

violations occurring after January 30, 1997, must be increased by
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10%. 61 Fed. Reg. 69360 (December 31, 1996). Since the
viclationg for Counts IV and V occurred after January 30, 1997,
an additional 10% penalty ($225.00) is assessed for each of those
two counts.

Respondent may pay this penalty by certified or cashier's
check, payable to "Treasurer, the United States of America," and
remit to:

U.S. EPA, Region 5

P.O. Box 70753

Chicago, Illinois 60673
A copy of the check shall be gent to:

Timothy J. Chapman

Assistant Regional Counsel

U.3. EPA, Region 5 (C-293)

77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, Illincis 60604-3590

Branch Secretary

Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch

U.S. EPA, Region 5 (DRE-8J)

77 Wesat Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590

A transmittal letter identifying this Complaint shall accompany

the remittance and the copy of the check.

IIX
PROPOSED MPLT E ORDER
Based on the violations alleged in the Administrative
Complaint, and pursuant to the authority of Section 3008{a) of
RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928(a), Complainant proposes that Respondent
be issued a Compliance Order that requires it to take all actions

reagonable and necessary to assure full compliance with the
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Permit and any and all applicable regulations, including, but not
limited to, the Permit conditions and regulations that are the

subject of this action.

As provided in Section 3008 (a) of RCRA, 42 U.8.C. § 6928(a),
and in accordance with the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C.
§ 551 et seqg., you have the right to request a hearing regarding
the proposed Complaint, to contest any material fact contained in
this Complaint, the appropriateness of the amount of the proposed
'penalty, and/or the appropriateness of the proposed compliance
order. Any hearing that you request will be held and conducted
in accordance with the provisions of the Administrative Procedure
Act, b U,S.C.aé 551 et seq., and the Rules Of Practice, a copy of
which is enclused for your convenience.

If you wish to avoid being found in default, you must file a
written Answer withih 30 days of service of this Complaint with
the Regional Hearing Clerk, whose address is:

Regional Hearing Clerk

U.S. EPA, Region 5 (R-19J)

77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590
The Answer must clearly and directly admit, deny or explain each
of the factual allegations contained in the Complaint with
respect to which Respondent has any knowledge, or clearly state

that Respondents have no knowledge as to particular factual

allegations in the Complaint. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 22.15 (b},



the Answer must also state:

1. The circumstances or arguments that you allege
constitute the grounds of defense;

2. The facts that you intend to place at issue; and

3, Whether you reguest a hearing.

Pursuant tol40 C.F.R. § 22;15(d), the failure admit, deny,
or explain any material factual allegation contained in the
Complaint constitutes an admission of the allegation.

A copy of this Answer and any subsequent documegts filed in
this action should also be sent to:

Timothy J. Chapman

Asgistant Regional Counsel

U.S. EPA, Region 5 (C-29A4)

77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590
Mr. Chapman may be telephoned at (312) 886-6829.

If you fail to file a written Answer, with or #ithout a
Request for Hearing, within 30 days of your receipt of this
Complaint, the Regional Administrator or Presiding Officer may
issue a Default Order. Issuance of a Default Order will
constitute a binding admission of all facts alleged in the
Complaint and a waiver of your right to a hearing under RCRA.
The civil penalty proposed in this Complaint shall then become
due and payable without further proceedings 60 days after a Final
Order of Default is issued pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 22.17(a). 1In
addition, the default penalty is subject to the provisions
relating to imposition of interest, penalty and handling charges

set forth in the Federal Claims Collection Act, 31 U.S.C. § 3717.

Interest will accrue on the default penalty at the rate



_34_
established by the Secretary of the Treasury pursuant to
31 U.8.C. § 3717. U.S. EPA will impose a late payment handling
charge of $15 after thirty 30 days, with an additional charge of
$15 for each subsequent 30 day period over which an unpaid
balance remains. In addition, U.S. EPA will apply a six percent
(6%) per annum penalty on any principal amount not paid within 90
days of the date that the Default Order is signed by the Regicnal

Administrator or Presiding Officer.

Whether or not you request a hearing, you may request an
informal conference in order to discuss the facts of this case
and to arrive at a settlement. To regquest an informal settlement
conference, please write to the attorney whose name and address
appear in Section IV above (Opportunity To Request A Hearing) .

Your requ;st for an informal settlement conference does not
extend the 30 day period during which you must submit a written
Answer and Request for Hearing. You may pursue the informal
conference procedure simultaneously with the adjudicatory hearing
procedure.

U.S. EPA encourages all parties against whom a civil penalty
is proposed to pursue the possibility of settlement through an
informal conference. However, U.S. EPA will not reduce the
penalty simply because such a conference is held. Any settlement

that may be reached as a result of such conference shall be
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embodied in a written "Consent Agreement and Consent Order”
("CACO") issued by the Regional Administrator.

The issuance of a CACO shall constitute a waiver of your
right to request a hearing on any matter stipulated matter in the

CACO.

Dated: \)/M Zéj /??7

/ A g & 7 - s
Jbseph M. /Bofle, Chief

nforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch
Waste,

Pesticides and Toxics Divigion
U.S. EPA, Region 5 (DRE-8J)
77 West Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590



I hereby certify that on this éZéZi; day of C)?*ﬂmﬂ’) .

1997, the original and one copy of the foregoing Xdministrative
Complalnt Proposed Compliance Order and Notice of Opportunity
For Hearing were hand delivered to the Regional Hearing Clerk,
Region 5, U.S. EPA, and that a true and correct copy, along w1th
a transmittal letter and a copy of the Rules of Practice

(40 C.F.R. Part 22), were caused to be mailed by certified first
class mail, return receipt requested, to the Respondent by
placing such copy in the custody of the United States Postal
Service addressed as follows:

C. T. Corporation System
Registered Agent for:
Envirosafe Services of Ohio, Inc.
815 Superior Avenue, N.E.
Cleveland, Ohio 44114

Certified Mail # 2Z 410 698 907

Cn this same date, a true and correct copy of the Administrative
Complaint, Proposed Compliance Order and Notice of Opportunity
For Hearing was caused to be mailed to each of the following OEPA
officials by placing such copies in the custody of the United
States Postal Service addressed as follows:

Linda Welch, Chief

Department of Hazardous Waste Management
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
1800 WaterMark Drive, 2nd Floor

P.O. Box 1049

Columbus, OChio 43216

Ed Hammett

Northwest District Office - OEPA
347 North Dunbridge Road

Bowling Green, Ohio 43402

Qﬁmﬁ@ﬁjﬁ.ﬂ%

Anita Perry, Sqﬁretary

Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division

U.S. EPA, Region 5




ATTACHMENT 1 - ENVIROSAFE PENALTY TABLE

KATURE OF VIOLATION CITATION PH/ED ADD'TL MULTI-DAY ADJUSTMENTS GRAVITY - TOTAL

DAYS PENALTY BASED PEMALTY

Count 1 - Tracking of 40 CFR 264.1101(c)(13¢iii), Minor/Major WA N/A N/A $2,250 %$2,250

hazardous waste outside | Federal Permit Section

of the containment V.H.2.a.i.cc

building on December

31, 1996

Count 2 - Failure to 40 CFR 270.30(l})(6)¢i} and Minor/Major N/A N/A N/A $2,250 $2,250

provide 24-hour notice Federal Permit Section I11.Q

of tracking violation

in Count 1

Count 3 - Failure to 40 CFR 270.30(1)¢6)¢Cii1) and Minor/Major N/A H/A N/A $2,250 $2,250

provide 5-day notice of | Federal Permit Section III.Q.

tracking violation in

Count 1

Count & - Exceedance of | 40 CFR 264.1101¢c){1)¥¢ii) and Minor/Major N/A N/A H/A $2,250 $2,250

containment wall height Federal Permit Section

on April 1, 1997 V.H.2.a.i.bh.

Count 5 - Exceedance of | 40 CFR 264.1101¢(c)(1)(ii) and Minor/Major N/A N/A NAA $2,250 $2,250

containment wall height | Federal Permit Section

on May 21, 1997 V.H.2.8.7.bb.

Count 6 - Failure to Fed. Permit Section V.l.1.0. Minor/Major 179 $62,650 $0 $2,250 $64,900

provide 7-day notice of

liner system failure or

other Landfill

component

Count 7 - Failure to Fed. Permit Section V.I.1.0. Minor/Major 111 Compressed $0 $2,250 $2,250

provide 7-day notice of With Count

liner system failure or 6

other landfill

comgonent

Count 8 - Failure to Federal permit section Y.A.2.d.i. | Moderate/Major W/A N/A H/A £9,500 $9,500

sample GMW MR-01D in

April 1996

Count ¢ - Failure to Federal permit section V.A.2.d.i Moderate/Kajor H/A N/A N/A $9,500 $9,500

sample GMH MR-01D in

July 1996

Count 10 - Failure to Federal permit section V.A.2.d.i. | Moderate/Major N/A /A N/A $9,500 $9,500

sample GMY MR-01D in

October 1996

Count 11 - Failure to federal permit section V.A.2.d.i. | ModeratesMajor N/A N/A N/A $9,500 $9,500

sample GHMW ®WR-0MS in
April 1996




NATURE OF VIOLATION CITATION PH/ED ADD'TL MULTI-DAY ADJUSTMENTS GRAVITY - TOTAL
DAYS PENALTY BASED PENALTY

Count 12 - Failure to Federal permit section V.A.2.d.7. Moderate/Major NSA H/A NSA $9,500 $9,500
sample GMW MR-D1S in
July 1994
Count 13 - Failure to Federal permit section V.A.2.d.i. | Moderate/Major © R/A H/A H/A $9,500 $9,500
sample GMW MR-01$ in
October 1996
Count 14 - Replaced GMW | 40 CFR 270.42(a)(ii) Minor/Major N/A N/A N/A $2,250 $2,250
HR-01(D) on 08/22/9%
without notifying EPA
of Class 1 modification
Count 15 - Replaced GMW { 40 CFR 270.42(a3){ii) Minor/Major N/A H/A N/A $2,250 $2,250
MR-01{S} on 08/22/96
Without notifying EPA
of Class 1 modification
TOTAL PENALTY $139,.900

PH/ED = Potential for Harm/Extent of Deviation
Economic benefit: This component of the penalty is not being considered as no violation occurred from anything which resulted in financial gain to ESOIL

Gravity-based component = $8,000 to $10,999; mid-range of cell (39,500} selected for Moderate/Major violations
$1,500 to $2,999; mid-range of cell (%2,250) selected for Minor/Major violations

Hulti-day component = $100 to $600 per day of violation; mid-range of cell ($350 per day) selected for Minor/Major violations with multiple day penalty assessed

Humber of days for count 7 determined from day of bubble identification {June 28, 1994) to date of detailed engineering report submittal (October 11, 1996), which was
submitted at the request of EPA in accordance with section V.1.1.0.i. of the Federal permit, as no verbal notification at any time was given to EPA






